[DEFENCE 


OF THE 


Brief HISTORY 


OF THE 
u N ITAR IA N S, 
| Againſt 
[Dr SHERLOCK'S ANSWER 
IN HIS 


VINDICATION 


OF THE 


* * r 


N 


ö 


k 1 
—— — —— —— — OV GAIT OO COA 7—i—? i —*⁰*⁴ AU ⏑— NTP 


| Printed in the Year, M. DC. xcI. 


4 a — 


* 8 


— 


135 


OBSERVATIONS 


. 
141 
> af ©? 
PLS 
=o. .4 
[2 11 
SEM zu 
222 888 
62 ü — 
2 T1 2 
2 A | 
49 2 SD 
4 


Sh 


C HA P. 


N foe 8 3 


L 


. Ler 
dz; f 
1 WE 
m, by a 


to prove 
T 


* 


all Err 
matter 


were rejected as there vo — 


fo 
an hard 


euro more 
8 


no more 


Human In- 


be 
Y 


10 


1271 
1 


TI 
75 


13 


Bite Wl 101 


* 
— 


A 2 


(4) 


I begin with Run » and find that the be- 
hef of a Trinity does contradict it, as much 


as Tranſi ro 
fi jati the ſame Numerical Body 
nu be iu a Million of different placey. at the 
me time. According 
Divine Perſons, that is to ſay, three Intelligent 
Infinite Beings, each of which is God, make 
— — I cannot — the Firſt; 
: Reaſon teaches me, that one Nume- 
rical Body can oecupy or be in but one place 
at one time. I cannot believe the other; be- 
cauſe Reaſon tells me, that Three are Three, 
and not One: and that it implies no leſs a 
Contradiction thar Three Divine Perſons 
ſhould be but One God; than that bne Body 
be a Million. Now who ſhould nor ſcruple 


an Opinion, perfectly parallel with Tranſub- 
ſtantiation; and equal y fruitful in Incon- 
gruities and ions? , 

I come in the ſecond place to examine; 
Whether the Trinity be well grounded ix 
Scripture 2 Indeed Three are there mentioned; 
the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoft but how came 
Men to fancy, that they Three are bur One 
God ? Who taught em ſo? Does the 

i plainly fay ; chat there is but ove Go 
yet there are Three Perſons, Father, Son, and Holy 


in gerte filenr about it: 
Word to be found in the Bible, of Three Hypo- 
Baſes or Perſons in the Gadbtad. The Father is 
in a thouſand places called God, diſtinaly 
from the Son; nay the only true God, The 
Holy Ghoſt is no where ſtiled God. And the 
Son is ſocalled in a few places, as it were by 
the way, and in ſuch manner as plainly ſhows, 
that the Title ¶ God } is beſtowed on him, 
upon the fame account as upon Hoſes, even 
becauſe ofthe Digniey and Power, to which 
he was exalred by the Father's Liberality. 
Indeed it can have no other meaning. The 
Holy Seripture reaches us, that there is but 
one God, the Father of our ES 
'Chriſt, But if fo; How can the Son be that 


to the Trinity, three 


the whole tenor of the Goſpe), that Chriſt 
a Man. The Goſpel is nothing elſe but 


the Hiſtory of Chriſt's Birth, Life, Death, 


— God, the Father? Of this we are ſure, 
was 


Reſurrection, and Aſcenſion into Heaven. 


Who would have thought, that a Man ſhould 
be accounted the Supream God, without any 
ſuch intimation from Scriprure, nay againſt 
the whole current of it? We ſind in the Go- 
ſpel, that there is one God, the Father of our 


Lord Chriſt; one Son of God, ſent imo the 


World to be the Revealer of his Fathers Will, 
and a Mediator berween God and Man, even 
Chriſt ; and one Holy Ghoſt, who diſtributes 
and works all ſorts of Miraculous Gifts, for 


the confirmation of,cthe The Father 
of Chriſt is che One true God; Chriſt is only 
his Miniſter and r; the Holy Ghoſt 


(whether it be God's Power, or his mini:tring 
Angel, or Angels) the Inſtrument which he 
ufe of to work Miracles. None cer- 
ny but Men blinded or prejudiced could 
think, that God's Miniſter and Ambaſſador 
were God himſelf; and that two ſo oppoſite 
Beings as God and Chriſt, ſhould beone ng 
the fame Thing. It is juſt as if one {| 
ſay, there is one King William; and ont Vice- 
Roy in Treland, the Lord Sidney; and the 
Vice-Roy is that one King Williaw. Indeed 
— and oppo ſire-ro Holy Scripture 
© to 3 
. the Triniry ſoul 
— 8 * 
never have been heard of. I deſire therefore 
the Friniterjans, to abate a little of their 
Conũdenee: Let them examine with an un- 
prejudiced Mind, upon what Foundations 
build the belief of « Trinity; and they 
will ſoon perceive how weak and frail it is. 
Let them ar laſt confeſs, that the Scriprure 
does not threaren eternal Damnation to 
thoſe who disbelieve a Trinity: And then, if 


themſelves won't part with their darling Opi- 


nion; ler them abſtain from 
perfecuring 


Thirdly. Trinicarians ley ſo much fires 
upon the Tradition of the Church concerning 


the Trinity, that I think it worth while to 
undeceive 


and contra- - 


Second from the Council of Mice, to 
Schoolmen : And the Third from the School- 
men, to our time. 3 . 
And one that is never ſo little acquaitited 
wich the Writings of the Fathers of the 
three firſt Centuries, cannot deny, if he be 
but ſincere; that thoſe Fathers follow the 
Ideas of Plato concerning the three Princi- 


ples, and therefore ſpeak rather like in beca 


than Orthodox. They tell us, that che Son 
ande Holy Ghoſt have each of chem his own 
Nature and 

diſtinguiſh'd from each other; and that che 
Son is ſubordinate and inferior to the Fa- 


frre 
4+ 
Free "x 


in jery of Speech, this term 
. ae vo. Gan "oh idusl, as 
Peter, or Janes, or Jobs ; but if 

Nature common to- them all; 


; 


et they are bur one I 

5 the Ame ſpecifical — — This 
to their three Principles: They 

are i (fay they) three Hypoſtaſes or 

Perſons, yer they are but one God: This 


rm God denoting not an Individual Hy+ 
but a Nature common to the three 

perſons of the Trinity, whereby thd they 
are three, yet they are ſaid to be but one 
Thus they made ſhift, as well as they 

could. It was indeed a very unſufficient 
way of explaining 


Therefore the Schoolmen diſſia ing this 
Notion, as favouring Polytheiſm, found-our 
a new one more agreeable (as ) 
ro the Unicy of God. - They won't have- 
the three Perſons of the Trinicy to have 
each of them his own Eſſence and Nature. 

There is, 


avoid, who ſays they are Three diſtin# Minds, 
Three ſubſtantial Brings, Three intelligent Beings ; 
therefore unavoidably Three Gods. 

Now is it fair ro boaſt ſo much of the 
Tradition concerning the Trinity, as i 
it had. been conſtant and unalterable in a 
the Ages of the Church, when che contra - 
ry ap to any ſincere Reader? The 
Fathers who lived beſore the Council of 
Niet, ſpeak, like Platonic Philoſophers and A- 


.rians 3 the Nicene Fathers like Tritheifts 3 
and. che Schoobmen. like Aſad· nen. 


Where 
now. 


( 6 
ud w is that unchangedble Tradirion, fo much 
cried up? Confidering the ridiculouſtefs of 
thoſe Men, who in their reſpective Apes fer 
up new Notions of the Trinity; I am ape 
to ſay, contrary to Averroes his Wiſh, Let not 
my Soul be with the Philoſaybers, To conciude 
this Chapter, choſe great Boaſters of the 
(pretended) Tradition, ſhould do well to 


PIER * r ä * 


c HAP. u. 


C ontaining an Examination of the Doctors Anſwers, to the Aa- 
' ments againſt the Trinity in the Hiſtory of the Unitatians. 


Fin — rhis general Obſeryari- ont Reaſon ; why ſhan'e we be allowed to 
* on; 7 _ 2 
- the Door returns to che Arguments think bi onſcquences are right. Baer 
againſt rhe Trinity, by rhe Author of faich the Author, 4 modeſt un would Srft 
Brief Fife the Unitarian, dun whether ir be in Scene ## noe But 
I muſt firſt conſider his Reflections, | Inquiry, and 
concerning the uſe of Reaſon in Scriprure- We 
» * Thisis 9 there ave Thri 

tent laeed, how 
* down in ſuch ſublime ies to the well find chere; 
© level of our Underftandings, to ſay, ſuch a s Tranſabſtanti- 
Doctrine cannot be conramed in | —.— 
© becauſe it implics a ComradiQion 3 g contained he 
© 25 a modeſt Man would firſt inquire, -whe» © Unizteiligibiz ſoever 
< therit be in Scripture of hot; and if ir de yet there is no 

| it is caught in 


e 
*h lligibte ſoever ir appeared to 
© him, that yet there is no Contradiction in 


j 


Scripture. I beg the Author's 


9 n Tmpuleve, wo I, 141. not have 
But is, this 1 3 but how 
ſtantiation cannot be contained in Scriprure, And rhus his Words 
becauſe * — —.— 5 ſhould conclude, — 
. — 3 * 
leſs Conttadiction than — — : be · 


why can't we ſay, that it cannot be cotained 


in Scripture? We fay, Tranſubſtantiation | too harſh 
cannot be found in Scriprure, becauſe it is a to ſay - ſocver a 
plain Contradiction to our Reaſon 5 but if ching appe de, f — 

ta y 


the Trinity be alſo a plait ComradiQion to Comrad 


Scriprurs, 
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ces, which he is pleaſed to 
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Seripture, and whicly none but prejudiced 
Men would ever think of. SEE» 


| v 3 70! , 
I wiſh we could ſhew a Chineſe, the Goſpel 

well rranſlated into his own Language; 
ask him, after a ſcrious reading of ir, what 
he tliouglit Chriſt to be? It is very likely, I 
think, that he would not take him to be the 
ſupream God 3 and if any Man ſhould tell 
| kim, he had overſeen ſo great a Myſtery ; 
he would undoubtedly anſwer, that he is 
- ſure there is no ſuch thing in the Goſpel 
which he read, unleſs there be another Go- 
ſpel wherein ſuch a Notion is contained. I 
-conk« ſsahere are ſome Matters of Revelation, 
which we have no natural Idea of; and 
know nothing | 
ſuch is the Reſurrection of the Dead: But 
then thoſe Matters imply no Contradiction, 
and therefore ought not to be rejected. This 
firſt __ Reſurrection) may be diſcovered 
to us by the Light of Revelation; and diſ- 
covering no Contradiction in it, we ought 
to believe it. The ſecond (rhe Trinity) 
ing altogether with our natural Ideas, 
can be no Matter of Revelation, and therefore 
ought not to be believed. The ReſurreQion 
is ſuch a Thing, as we could never have 
diſcovered by rhe Light of Nature ; yet as 
ſoon as we come to know it, we aſſent to 
155 becauſe we clearly ive the Poſſibi - 


thereof, and are ſure it implies no Con- 


tradiction at all: but it 4s not ſo with the 
Trinity; ſuch a Myſtery can never be re- 
vealed to us, becauſe Revelation cannot be 
contrary to Reaſon; and therefore the Tri- 
nity being contrary to this, cannot be the 
Matter of that. God indeed may reveal to 
us ſuch Objects, as are unknown to Humane 
Reaſon; bur let chem be never ſo much a- 
bove our Reaſon, they will never contradict 
it. It is impoſſible to know, 'what is a Contra- 
diftion to the Nature of Things, whoſe Nctures 
wt do not underſtand. Right! Bur we know 
ſo much of the Nature of God, that He is 
One, and not Three and this is ſufficienc 
to ſhow that the Trinity is a Contradiction to 
the Nature of God. 


of them but what is revealed; . 


What 1 ay, is fo clear and fo notorious a 
Truth, that the Author himſelf is forced to 
- edg it; Helaich, p. 147. * We muſt 
© not expound Scriprure to ſuch a Senſe, 
mas contradicts the plain and expreſs Maxim 
© of natural Reaſon: For though God reveals 
* ſuch Things to us, as natural Reaſon could 
© not diſcover, and cannot comprehend ; yer 
* Revelation cannot contradict plain Reaſon ; for 
© Truth cannot contradict· it ſelf; what is 
true in Revelation, can never be falſe in 
* Reaon; and what is true by 


ya 
He ſoon perceives the difficulty, and there- 
fore brings ic in by way of an Objection. 

Yes, 'you'l ſay, that there ſhould be Three 
* Perſons, each of which is God, and yet 
but One God, is a ContradiQtion, t 
* what Principle of natural Reaſon does ic 
* contradi& ? Reaſon tells us, that Three 
Gods cannot be One God; but dots Rea- 
© ſon tell us, that Three Divine Perſons can- 
£ be One God? lt my Reaſon be Hike 
ot I am ſure my Reaſon fays no- 
* thing at all about it, does neither affirm 
s — 

Is not this an admirable Argument, whi 
conſiſts only/ in an Interrogation, 20d 72 
meer deniat of the difficulty d in the 
Objection? What Principle * wal Rtaſon 
does it contradift ? Dots Reaſon tell us, that 
Three Divine Priſons cannot be one God ? Here 
is the Incerrogarion or To which I 
anſwer; Yes, it does ita plain prin · 
ciple of natural Reaſon, even this, that Three 
cannot be One. F my / Reaſon- be lite urbe- 


' Mens, I am ſure my. Reaſonſays nothing at 11 


hunt it, doth wither affirm vor dem ir. Here 


is 


S hs 


is a meer denial of the difficulty: I judge 
the Author's Reaſon muſt needs be very weak 
and corrupted, ſeeing it likes well this falf- 
hood, that Three are One; and finds no 
fault with it. Thoſe unqueſtionably have a 
better fight, and a more ſound Reaſon, who 
diſcern, ir implics a Contradiction, that 
Three be but One; becauſe they perceĩve and 
acknowledg that Three is three times One, and 
therefore cannot be only once Onur. 
« © Well (faith the Doctor, pleading for his 
. Adverſaries) if we believe Three diſſinct 
Divine Perſons, each of which is God, we 


© muſt believe Three diſtin& Gods. I bope © 


© not, when we profeſs to believe but One 
God: Yes, whatever we profeſs to believe, 
© Three ſuch diſtinct Perſons muſt be Three 
© Gods. Nowghis we deny, and challenge them 


to produce any plain Principle of Reaſon 


© tro prove that it muſt be ſo. Natural Rea- 
« ſon teaches Nothing about the Perſonality 
of the Godhead: it teaches One God, bur 


. © whether this One God be One or Three 


«* Perſons, it ſays not, and therefore He may 
be either, without contradicting the na- 
« tural Notions we have of One God; and 
< then there is free ſcope for Revelation; and 
if Revelation reaches there is but One God, 
and that there are Three Divine Perſons, 
each of which hath (in Scripture) not 
only che Title, bur the Nature and At- 
muſt of. God aſcribed to him, then we 
of neceſſity believe a Trinity in Ul- 
icy,- Three Perſons and one God. For 
what the Scripture affirms, and Reaſon 
does not deny, is a proper Object of our 
« Faith; and then this Objection againſt this 
© Faith, that Three diſtin& Divine Perſons 
« muſt be Three diſtinct Gods, if each of 
them be God, is ſenſleſs and ridiculous, 

I have tranſcribed this whole Paragraph, 
becauſe it deſerves ſome particular Reflection. 
1. I pbſerve, that it contains no poſitive 
P but a meer denial. The Author is 
extreamly confident and bold; and yer all his 
reaſonings may, be reſolved into I hope not, and 
this we deny, Indeed this is a very ſhort way 
of anſwering Objectons; and as caſy as to burn 
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Beoks that art anfwerable. There lies an, 
Obje&ion croſs in his way, that if we believe 
Three diſtih& Divine Perſons, we muſt believe 
Three diſtinct Gods. To this he anſwers, I 
hope not, when we proſeß to believe but one 
God. Is this a direct Confutation ? muſt we 
be farisfied with ſuch an Anſwer i becauſe Tri- 
nirariars profeſs that. Three Divine Perſons are 
but one God; does it follow, that it is true, 


ad he challenges 3 for this is his third way 
of Objections. He challenges ys 


Challenge, to wit, that ic implies a Contra- 
dition that Three be but One, 3. Here is 
a moſt abſurd and ridiculous Paradox, as 1 
ever heard of; Natural Reaſon teaches nothing 
about the Perſonality of God or the Godhead ;, it 
teaches One Cad; . but whether this One God be 
One or Three Perſons, it ſays not. What? If 
Reaſon tells us that there is One God; He muſt 
be One Intelligent Being. Now according to 
Reaſon we have no other Idea of Unity, but 
ſuch as we have of a Man, a Beaſt, and a Tree: 
Therefore as Reaſon reaches that a Man is one 


Perſon, becauſe he is one Intelligent Being; 
ſoit follows that ing to Human Reaſon, 
God is but one Perſon, but one Intelli- 


gent Being. Reaſon does not tell us that the 
Unity of God is different from the Unity of 4 
Man: it produces in our Minds the ſame Idea 
of both; which being applied to God as well 
as to Man, muſt needs e One Perſon or 
Intelligent — in oppoſition to Two or 
Three, Nay, 1 reaches nothing a- 
bout the Perſonality of the Godhead (which 
the Author does not think fir to prove) what 
Idea can wt have of the Wnity of God by Reaſon ? 
As long as we are ignorant, whether God be 
one or three Perſons 3 our Idea of him muſt 
needs be more imperſect chan of any other 
Being, in that very Notion which is ſo familiar 
to us, and which God himſelf has ſo much - 
B urged, 


viz, his Unicy. This is ſo falſe a 


_ urged, 

Principle, and fo contrary to the Dictates of 
Reaſon, that there never was any Man, taught 
by Reaſon that there is but one God, but did 
believe at the ſame time, that He is but one 
Perſon. The Author ſhould not have ventur'd 


abroad ſuch a Philoſophy, contrary to the 
Reaſon of all Mankind; bur ought to have 
kept it for himſelf. Now I find that the 
Scripture doth perfectly with Reaſon. 
This tells me that there js but one God, who 
is but one Perſon ; That reaches me the ſame, 
and alſo that the Father of our Lord Chriſt js 
that one God: bath of them contrary to the 
Doctrine of the Trinity. 4. He ſaith ; that 
there are Three Divine Perſons, each of which 


(10) 


have (in Scriprure) not only the Title, but 
the Nature and Attr ihuxes of God aſcribed to 
them. But where is the Holy Ghoſt called 
God in Scripture? He is indeed called the 
Spirit of God, but never God himſelf; and 
being the Power of God, tis no wonder that 
ſuch things are aſcribed to him, as are aſcri- 
bed to God himſelf. Thus it is ordinary to 
aſcribe to a Man's Courage, what he has done 
himſelf 3 and yet his Courage is no Perſon, 
nor diſtin& from him. This I ſay only by the 
way, to ſhew the ſtrangeneſs of his Conſe. 
_— But I ſhall ſay nothing here of the 

: and indeed ſeeing he brings no parti- 
cular Inſtances of hat he advances, there is 
no need to inſiſt any longer upon ic. 


CHAP. m. 


I come now to examine his Anſwers, to the Objettions againſt the Tri- 
* pity in the brief Hiſtory of the Unitarians. 


HE Firſt Objection, p. 1 54. Herr Lord 
Chriſt were bimſelf God; there could be no 
Perſon greater than He, none that might be called 
his Mead or God, none that could in any reſpect 
command him. Let us hear, How the Door 
anſwers this ObjeRion. © Now (faith he 
© this Argument is fallacious; for rho Chri 
© be God himſelf, yet if there be Three Per- 
© ſons in the God-head, the ity and 
© Samenefs of Nature does not deſtroy the 
* Subordination of the Perſons: A Son is 
© Equal to his Father by Nature, but Inferior 
* to him as his Son. Now where is the Fal- 
lacy, but in the Author's Anſwer ? His Com- 
riſon of a Father with his Son, is ſhorr of 
is purpoſe : for tho a Son be equal to his Fa- 
ther by Nature, yet he is not equal to him in 
Authority and Power; and therefore a Father 
is truly greater than his Son, is bis Head, and 
can command him. This is not meerly a Subor- 
dination of Order, but of Power and Autho- 


riry alſo. But it is not ſo with the Father and 
Son in the Trinity: they are not only equal 
by Nature, in the Author's Hypotheſis, but in 
Power and Authority; as they have the ſame 
Nature, ſo they have the ſame Attributes, 
whereby they are equal to one another in all 
Things. Now if it be ſo; how can the Fa- 
ther be ſaid to be greater than the Son, who 7s 
as great as himſelſ? How can he be called his 
Head, which imports ſome Authority over 
Chriſt. -. As appears from 1 Cor, 11. 3. But 
1 would bave you know, that the Head of every 
Man-is Chriſt ; and the Head of the Woman 12 
the Man 3 and the Head of Chriſt is God, It 


a by this that God is the Head 
of Chriſt, 23993 Head of every 
Man, and the Man the Head of the Woman. 
Now Chriſt's being the Head of every Man, 
imports ſome Power and Authority over e- 
very Man, as the Man's being Head of the 
Woman: imports a Power and Authority o- 

| yer 


Eq 


ver the Woman; and conſequently God's 
being the Head of Chriſt, muſt import an 
Authority and Power over Chriſt z elſe the 
Compariſon would be unreaſonable;fallacious 
and imperrinent, But, I fay, how can God 
be called the Head of Chriſt, in ſuch a Senſe? 
if Chriſt be as Great, and have as great 
Power and Authority as God has, how can 
God be called hi God ? To be ones God, 
is as much as to be his Benefactor and his 

Prote&or, according to rhe ſtile of Scri 
ture; bur Chriſt being All- mighty and ſelf- 
ſufficient, how can the Father be ſtiled his 
God, that is, his Benefactor and Protector? 
J aſcend to my Father au your Father, to my 
God and 500 _ 25 Fon 1 0 God, my 
God, why haſt orſaken ne? Mat. 27. 46. 
How could Chriſt ſay _— * on the 

Doctor's Hypotheſis; for being as we 
as the Father, He muſt no leſs forſake him- 
ſelf, than the Father forſook him; and he 
might as well call himſelf his own God, and 
com 
imfelf : Nay, being himſelf Almighty God 
-as well as the Father, and being able to com- 
fort himſelf in his Sufferings 3 how comes he 
to invoke the Father, or to call him his God? 
for thoſe Words plainly ſhew, that He ex- 
ed and defired from the Father the Aſ- 
iſtance which He could not perform to Him- 
ſell. Furthermore, how can we forbear 
conceiving Two Gods, according to this Hy- 
efis ? Chriſt, who invokes the Father, 


two ſeveral Laſtly, If our Lord 
Chriſt were himſelf God, how © could any 
command him? He has all the Power and 
all the ity, that the Father has; He 
is no more to the Father, than the 
Father to him; nay the Father and He are but 
One God. 


© I have explained it, 
* Wiſdom ; the Son a Perſonal ſubſiſting, 


. 
. 


in of himſelf that he had forſaken. 


original Mind and 


I 


bur reflex Image of the Farher's Wiſdom ; 
tho their Eternal Wiſdom be equal and 
© the ſame, yet the Original is Superiour 
to the I , the Father to the Son: And 
«© therefore I know ſuch Texts as he 
6 alledges, My Father is greater than I; The 
« Head of Chriſt is God; I aſcend to my Father 
© and your Father, to my God and your God ; are 
both by Ancient and Modern Expoſitors 
applied to Chriſt's humane Nature; yer 
© I fee no Inconvenience, in owning this 
© to be true, with reſpect co his Pivine Per- 
© ſon, and his Relation to the Father: For 
© the Father is the Head and Fountain of 
the Deity; and therefore the Father may 
© be called his God. Let us conſider this 


Paragra 


ph. | 

The Son is a Perſonal Subſifting, hut Reflex 
Image of bis Father's Wiſdom, What Gibbe- 
riſh is this ! Has the Doctor found any where 
in Scripture, that the Son is 4 Perſonal Sub- 
ſfofting, but Reflex Image of bis Father's Wil 
om 2 Why does he not ſpeak the Lan 

of Scripture ? If his Words have any Senſe, 
he means, that the Father reflects upon his 


riority in the Trinity is only a 28 
of Order, which wy no Ex- 
preſſions as Greater than Chrift, the rad of 


in on- 
Y ro Chriſt's 
Drume Perſon, and his Relation ro his Fa- 
ther; becauſe the Father is the Head and 
Fountain of the Deity. I will ſhew more 


5 


particularly, the ridiculouſneſs of this Aſſer- 
B 2 tion, 
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tion, by inſiſting upon the firſt of t 
ſages before cited, as I have done the 
two others. Our Saviour ſeeing his Diſci 
ples forrowful, becauſe He had told them, 
that He was foing to his Farher 4 and being 
willing to comfort them. and to leſſen their 
Sadneſs; tells them (John 1 4. 18.) VJ ye 
loved mt, ye would rejoyce, becauſe I ſaid, I go 
wito the Father; For my Father is greater than J. 


= One would think that Chriſt's meaning is, 


That the Diſciples ſhould be glad to hear 
that he leayes the World to go to his Father ; 
becauſe his Father being greater -than He, 
would undoubtedly crown his Obedience with 


an immortal Glory, and a Name which is a- 


bove every Name. But this Author has 
found- out another Senſe, which is worth che 
obſerving ; If ye loved me, ye would Tyuyce, 
becauſe 1 ſaid I go to the Father; for the Father 
Is greater than 1; that is to ſay, the Father is 
the Head and Fountain of the Deity. This would 
have been a very unſignificant Comfort; Be 
not ſorrowful for my leaving this World 
and going to the Father; For the Father is 
the firſt Perſon of the Trinity. Let this ought 
to be the Inter tion of this Paſſage, if 
the Author's ion be true. Now Ethink 
the true meaning of this Phraſe, rhe Father 
is the Head and Fountain of the Deiry, ſhould 
be this, the Father is the firſt God ; as the Son 
is the ſecond God, and the IT the 
third God. This Author may ſay fo, if he 
pleaſes 3 I ſhan'e contradi& him, for that's 
the Conſequence that flows naturally from 
his Principles. But I ſhall deny, that the 
Father may be called the God of "Chriſt : if 
Chriſt be the ſupream God as well as his 
Father, how. can the ſupream God have a 
God over him? The term God relates only 
to Creatures; God cannot be ſaid to be the 
God of any but Creatures; this, common 


Senſe and the whole Current of Scripture - 


reaches, Yes, you'l ſay, rhe Father is the 
Head and Fountain of the Deity, I anſwer, 
therefore you may in your Hypotheſis call 
him the firſt God; but hy no means the God 
of the Son or Spirit, to whom He is not Su- 
periour in Power, Authority, or other Divine 
Attribute. . 


1s in the right. E 


The Author ſpeaks an unintelligible Jar- 
gon in his following aph, which (1 
think) there is no need to inſiſt on: There- 
fore I ſhall here leave it to every rational 
Man to judge, whether we ought to reſt ſa- 
— mu a trifling Anſwer to the 
0 jection. 

Pre ſecond Objection, p. 155. If our 
Lord Chriſt were indeed God, it could 
© nor without Blaſphemy be (abſolurely and 
without Reſtriction) affirmed of him, that 
© He is the Creature, the Poſſeſſion, the 
© Servant, and the Subject of God, To this 
© the Author anſwers thus; That Chriſt is 
© called a Creature, he proves, becauſe He 
© is the Firſt-born of every Creature, Col. 1. 15. 
© But here he ſhould have remembred his 
© Abſolutely, and withont Reſtriction; for Chriſt 
© is ſo the Firſt-born of every Creature, that 
© He is the Image of the Inviſible God, and there- 
fore no Creature, Surcly, an abſurd Con- 
ſequence : I ſay on the contrary ; Chriſt is 
the Image of the Inviſible and there- 
fore a Creature. Let us ſee rome = 
one may ee 
that, when St. Paul calls Chriſt the nach af 
the Inviſible God, he means, that He is a 
Viſible Image of an ' Inviſible God; and 
therefore he added the Epithet Jnviſible ; 
which otherways had been uſeleſs, not ro 
ſay ridiculous. For then the Senſe of the 
Apoſtle's Expreſſion muſt be this; Chriſt is 
the Inviſible Image of the Inviſible God, 
Now the Nature of an Image is to be viſible 
to every ones Eye; or elſe it is no Image: 
Bur if Chriſt is called the Image of the In- 
viſible God, becauſe He is the ſecond Per- 
ſon of the Trinity; this ſecond Perſon bei 


as Inviſible as the firſt, it follows thãt Chri 


is an Image of God as Inviſible as the Ori- 
ginal; which is ridiculous. No, no; the Man 
Chriſt is the Image of che. Inviſible God, by 
reaſon of his unſpotted 'Holinefs, and of rhe 
ſupream Power and Authority .conferred on 
him. He is the Brightneſs of God's Glory, 
and the expreſs Image of his Perſon; but 
ſuch an Image as was Vipbie while He lived 
upon Eattiizʒ and may v be ſtern of all the 

8 In. 
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Inhabicants & Noth. Beloit. [ 2 
plainly appear Context, . Pau 

calls jel Chriſt Man, the of the 
Inviſible God. Who (the Father) ich he 
at Ver. 13. bas delivered us from the Power of 
Darkneſs, and has tranflated us into the Kingdom 
of bis dear Son, Ver. 14. In whom we have 
Redemption thrb bis Blood, even the giventſs of 
Sins. Ver. 15. Who is the Image of the'Inuiſible 
God, the Firſt- born of every Creature, There 
you ſee, that He who is the Image of the 
Inviſible God, is that dear Son in whom 
we have Redemption thrò his Blood; bur 
He who [Fed his Blood for the Redemption 
of Men, muſt be Jeſus Chriſt Man; there- 
fore Jeſus Chriſt Man is the Image of the In- 
viſible God. Now let any unprejudiced Man 
judge, which of theſe two Conſequences 
is right, either this of the Author, Chriſt is 
the Image of the Inviſible God, thereſore 
no Creature; or mine, Chriſt is the Image 
of the Inviſible God, therefore a Creature. 

He goes on. He is ſo born before all Crea- 
© tures, as N alſo ſignifies, that 
6 by him were all things created, that art in Hta- 
6 ven, and that are in Earth, --—-and He is before 
* allthings (which is the Explication of ga- 
. mos oe, Begotten e 
the whole Creation, and therefore no part 
© of-the Creation) end by bim all things conſiſt. 
© Te antvTe £1 dur eu,]? all things were 
not only made by him, but have their Sub- 
© fiſtence in him. 

Now let us ſuppoſe, that Tgwr/Tx©- mous 
vm ou ought to ſignify born. before all Crea- 
awves.; I deny that, therefore Himſelf is no 

of the Creation. The plain meaning of 
beſort all Creatures, is, that Chriſt was 
born before any other Creature: As. theſe 


Words, Adam was born beſore all Men, do not 


ſignify that he is no Creature, or no Man, but 
only that he was the firſt Man created. There- 

fore, I ſay, ſuppoſing that theſe Words 
1 e mow xnowsare well tranſlated 
by born before all Creatures, I may with great 
reaſon draw a Conſequence contrary to the 
Author's, thus; Chriſt is born before all 


Creatures, thereſore He is part of the Crea · 


tion Himſelf. 


The Author is very unhappy at drawi 
Conſequences, Here is another as falſe 2s 
the former; That this does not relate to 
* che New Creation, as the Sociniavs would 
© have it, is very plain. For, 1. In this 
* Senſe Chriſt (if He were a meer Man) was 
© not the Firſt-born of every New-Creature. 
© For I hope, there were a great many New 
Creatures, that is, truly Good Pious 
Men, beſore Chriſt was born of his Virgin 
Mother. What? ſuppoſing the New Creati- 
on by the Goſpel, is here meant; can't Chriſt as 
a.meer Man be the Firſt-born of every New- 
Creature; being the Miſias, the Author and 
firſt Preacher of the Goſpel, the Head of the 
Church, the Fountain from which the Holineſs 
of every New Evangelical Creature does 
ſpring? In a Word, being the Author of this 
New Evangelical Creation, can't He alſo be 


the Firſt-born of every New Evangelical 
Creature? Thoſe Socinians tfiat he (j of, 
by the New-Creation mean nothing elſe, but 


the New-Creation wrought by Chriſt and his 
2 A therefore, — this Author 
impoſes on them; or 15 not fully acquainted 
= their Opinions; or has no great Skill in 

I ſee, the Author does not underſtand the 
above · cited place. Therefore I think ic 
worth while to explain it; the rather, be- 
cauſe tis one of the Holds of 
Trinitarians; and to ſhow, that inſtead of fa- 
vouring their Opinion, it overthrous it. In 
order thereunto; 1. I will prove, that the 
Old Creation, that is the Creation of the 
World, is not intended in that Text. 2. I 
will ſer down, what I take to be the true 
Senſe of that whole Context. 
. 4. That the Creation of the World is not 
there meant. This I ſhall prove by Four 
Arguments. 1. He who is the Firſt- born of 
every Creature, is the ſame who ſhed his 
Blood (vcr. 14.) for the Redemption of Men; 
as I noted before, Now he who ſhed his 
Blood for the Redemption of Men, can be no 
other but Jeſus Chriſt, Man but this very Je-- 
ſus Chriſt Man is there ſtiled the Firſt- born of 


every Creature,by whom all things were created c. 
; as 


ions which are ſu to import 


as we tranſlate the Words; Therefore this 
cannot be meant of the Creation of the 
World, which is the Work of God, not of a 
Man. Yes, you'l ſay ; for He is God as well 
as Man; and therefore may be ſaid to have 
created the World. I anſwer 3 Where have 
you found in Scripture, that Chrif is God as 
ell as Man ? I know He is called Man in the 
Writings of the New Teſtament; bur I could 
never find him there ſtiled God-Man, as He 
ſhould have often been, if He was both. 
Does the Apoſtle make a diſtinction between 
his two Natures ? does he fay, we have Re- 
demption thrò his Blood, as He is 4 Man ? and 
that He is the Firſt- born of every Creature, 
and has created all Things, as He is Gd? 
Not at all; bur only tells us, That the ſame 
Jeſus Chriſt, in whom we have redemption 
_thr6 his Blood, is the Firſt-born of every 
Creature, and by whom all Things were 
created, &. Why ſhould we contrive a 
diſtinction of our own, when the Apoſtle 
makes none? But 2. I cannot but wonder, 
that Men ſhould attribute the old or firſt 
Creation to Chriſt, ſince we have no Warrant 
from Scripture for it: I mean, that the Scrip- 
ture does never ſay in ex Words, that 
Chriſt has created Heaven and Earth, (which is 
the proper Deſcription of the Old Creation, 
or of the Creation ſtrictly and properly ſo cal- 
led ; and the Deſcription uſual in Scripture 
when it ſpeaks of that Creation) as it is ſaid 
that God the Father of Chrift has. I do obſerve 
ſo great a difference between the Expreſſions 
of the Sacred Writers ing the Creati- 
on of the World by God, and thoſe Expreſ- 
the ſame 
— fag iſt ; . al- 
ing ſome places I omit 
thoſe of the Old Teſtament, which are fo 
many ; and will inſiſt only upon ſome taken 
out of the New, God ( ſaith St. Paul, As 
17. 24.) that made the World and all things 
therein, ſeting that he is Lord of Heaven and 
Earth, dwelleth not in Temples made with Hands, 
And Acts 4. 1 1. Lord, thou art God, which baſt 
made Heaven, and Earth, and the Sta, and all that 
ia them is, Acts 14. 153. We ----preach unto you, 


% 
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Vanities, into the 


that ye ſhould turn frowtheſe 


' Living God, which made Niven, and Earth, and 


the Sea, and all things that art therein, And 
Rev. 14. 7. Fear Gad, —and worſhip him, 
that eres and Earth, and the d, and 
the Fountains of Water. This is the true and 
proper Deſcription of the Creation of the 
World. Were it aſcribed to Chriſt in ſuch 
expreſs Terms, we could not doubt that 
Chriſt had create the World: which if the 


Apoſtles had believed, they would undoubt- 


ly have. taught us ſo gue a Truth, and 
that both in expreſs and plain Terms, and 
often. No, Chriſt is never ſaid to have cre- 
ated Haven and Earth, the Sta, and all that is 
therein, In this very _=_ the Apoſtle does 
not ſay, that the Firſt-born created Heaven 
and Earth; but All things that are in Heaven, 
and that are in Earth and the All Things of 
which he ſpeaketh, he limiteth to all Thrones, 


Dominions, Principalities and Powers, ' viſible _ 


and inviſible 3 which ſhall be explained here- 
after. This ſecond Reflection, that this Text 
contains not the proper Deſcription of the Creation 
of the World uſed in Scripture, being added to 
the foregoing, that this Context ſpeaks of 
Chriſt as Man, ought to perſwade any unpre- 
judiced Man, thatthe Creation of the World 
is not here attributed ro Chriſt. The Primi- 
tive Chriſtians were ſo far from believing, 
that Chriſt created the World; that, as the 
Father only is called God in the Apoſtles 
Creed, ſo He only is ſtiled Maker of Heaven and 
Earth, 3: As the Epiſtle to hare is 
an excellent Commentary on Epiſtle to 
the Romans; fo the Epiſtle to the Eben 
muſt be made uſe of, tor the right under- 
ſtanding of the Epiſtle to the Colaſiaus. The 
Deſign and Scope of thoſe two Epiſtles is the 
ſame ; ſo that we muſt look into the Epiſtle 
to the Epheſcans, to find out the true Senſe of 
this controverted Text in the Coloſſians, Now 
he that ſeriouſly compares theſe two Epiſtles 
witch one another, will find chat Coloſſ. 1. 1 3, 
16, 17, 18. muſt be interpreted by Epbeſ. 1. 
20, 21, 22, and Ephbeſ, 1. 10. is a true Com- 
mentary on Coloſſ. 1. 20. Coloſſ. 1. 18. runs 
cus, And Hel f Head of the Bad, in cam 
0 
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who is the. Beginning, the Flyſt- born from the dead, 
that in all things be -might bave the preeminence. 
To which anſwers part of the 22d vn in the 
Epheſians, in theſe Words; And gave hin to be 
Head over all things to the Church. Col. 1. 1 f, 
16, 17. runs thus; Who is the Image of the in- 
viſible God, the Firſt· born of every Creature : for 
by bim were all things created (as we 

the Word) that are in Heaven, and that art in 
Earth, viſible and inviſiblez whether they be 
Thrones, or Dominions, or Principalities,. or Pow- 
ers: all things wert created by him and for him. 
and be is before all things, and by bim all things 
conſiſt, To theſe Verſes do anſwer the 20, 
21, andpart of the 224 verſe of Chap. 1. to 
the Epheſians, in theſe Words; He (God) 
raiſed bim from the dead, and ſet him at bis own 
right Hand in the H:avenly Places, far above all 
Principality and Power, and Might and Domini- 
en, and every Name that is named, not only in this 
World, hut in that which is to come : and bath 
put all things under bis Fett. Now in the Epi 
ſtle to the E 
leaſt intimation of the Creation aſcribed to 
Chriſt; bum only of his exaltation above all 
the Orders of Angels, and all carthly Powers: 
which plainly ſhows, that the Apoſtle meant 
not the Creation of the World in the fore- 
cited Verſes. of the Epiſtle to the Coloſſians, 
Nay, were it ſo, he would ſpeak Non-ſenſe. 
In the Epiſtle to the Coloſſians, he would tell 
us that Chriſt has created all the Orders of 
Angels, the viſible and inviſible Thrones, c. 


which plainly ſhows that He is thereby as far 


above them, as the Creator is above his 
Creatures : bur in the Epiſtle to the Ephe- 
Gans he would tell us, that Chriſt bas been ex- 
alted far above all the Orders of-Angels, and 
all Earthly Thrones and Powers; which un- 
deniably proves, that He was not fo before. 
Now what is a Contradiction, if this be not, 
to ſay that Chriſt created them, and that the 
Father ſer him far above them? We muſt 
therefore of neceſſicy in the Context 
of the Coloſians, by that of the Epbeſans; and 
pur ſuch a Senſe upon it, as imports no true 
and proper Creation. 4. Coloſſ. 1. 19, 20. 
being interpreted by Epbeſ 1. 10. 15a Confir- 
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Now this does 
, we ſee, there is not the 


mation of what I have faid hicherto. The 
former (Coloſſ. 1. 19, 20.) runs thus; For it 
pleaſed the Father, that in bim ſhould all ſulneſs 
dwell; and {baving made Peace through the Blood 
7 bis Croſs) by him to reconcile all things to hin- 
elf; by hin, ſay, whether they be things in Earth, 
or things in Heaven, To which anſwers the o- 
ther Text (Eph, 2. 10.) in theſe Words; 
That in the Diſpenſation of the ſulneſs of time, be 
might gather together in one all things in Chrifh, 
both which art in Heaven, and which art in Earth; 
tven in hin. No Man, I hope, will deny that 
na AAC. in the Epiſtle to the Colofi> 
ans, which we render to. Reconcile, ought to 
be interpreted by draxaparawc hz in the 
Text of the Epheſians, which ſignifies to gather 
together in ont, or to ſun up. So that the 
both places is this, that ĩt pleaſed 
God in the fulneſs of time, to unite both An- 
gels and Men under one Head, even Chriſt, 
whom he ſet up Lord and Ring over them. 
Now. Ons — ee with what 
t. Pau s to Epheſians, concerning 
Chriſt's — above all the Orders of Any» 
gels, and his being Head of the Church: for 
his Argument runs thus; Cod has exalted 
Chriſt above all the Orders of Angels, and 
made him Head of the Church, for he had 
decreed, in the fulneſs of time to unite both 
Angels and Men under one Head, Chriſt. Bus 
if the Text of the Epiſtle to the Coloſans, is 
meant of the Creation of the World; this 
will be perfe& Non-ſenſe ;- for thus it ought to 
run: Chriſt bas created all Orders of Angels, 
and all Powers on Earth, and was made Head 
of the Church; for God had decreed, in the 
ſulneſs of time to unite both Angels and Men under 
one Head, Chril. No Man in the World can 
ſpeak greater Non-ſenſe than this would be, 
were the Creation of the World aſcribed ro 
Chriſt in the controverted Text. I defire 
rhe Author to reconcile his explication of 
theſe Words, that in all things he might haut the 
——_ wich whar follows. That is (ſays 
ne, at p. 157.) that be might be the. cb or 
the Firſt upon all accounts, before the Worlds, and, 
the Firſt-born from the dead, So the whole 
Argument (according to the Author) muſt 
run 


run thus ; Chriſt was the Firſt upon all ac- 
counts, before the Worlds, and the Firſt · born 
from the Dead; for God was pleaſed, ia the 
ſelneſs of time to unite both Angels and Men 
under Chriſt, as their Head, Could any 
thing be ſaid more abſurd and ridiculous ? 
The Aurhor's Skill in Scripture and Reaſon is, 
I think, alike. 

2. Having thus proved that the Old Cre- 
ation, or Creation properly ſo called, 
is not aſcribed ro Chriſt in this Context of 
the Coloſſians ; I come now to explain irs 
true Senſe, as clearly as p Tibly I can. Ver. 1 5. 
Who is the Inage of the Invifsble God, the Fat. 
born of every Creature. The meaning of cheſe 
laſt Words is not, that Chriſt was begotten he- 
fore all Creatures, as this Author would have 


it, but that He is the Lord and King of every - 


(Intelligent) Crtaturt; in Alluſion to the 
Firſt- born of a Family, who is Heir of all 
Things. This I prove by the 17 and 18th 
Verſes; Ver. 17. x; dutls igt ae; Mu, 
And He is before all things, is the Explica- 
tion of the Firſt-born of every Creature ; und 
ſignifies, not that He is before all Creatures 
In order of time, but of Dignity and Power, 
being by God ſet over all the Orders of An- 
gels, and over the Church, as their Head and 
King. Bur if you don't reſt ſatisfied with 
this parallel Place, the 18th Verſe will afford 
an undeniable proof of what I ſay: There 
you find,ive 34 & MN duris mgw]e/ wo, 
which is rightly rendred in our Bibles, That 
= things He might bave the Preeminence, 

in Heaven and in Earth, a Angels 
.and in the rch. I fay c 
Words ought to be the Explication of the 
two before-mentioned Expreſſions 3 to be 
the Firſt- born of tvery Creature, and to be be- 
fore all Things, ought to be interpreted by 
his having the Pretminence in 4 Things : fo 
that At is the Firſt-bors of every Creature, is 
this, He bath the Preeminence over every Crea- 
fare. Thus by the Context it ſelf, we find 
our the true ſenſe of n- moons 
Aan, which in the Engliſh we tranſlate 
Firfi-born of evtry Creature : And thus too are 
theſe Words interpreted by the principal 
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critics among the Orthodox, (as they are 
called) Gomarus, Camino, © Piſcator, Daus, 
Vorſtins, Davenant, Grotine, (for they 
will have him alſo to be Orthodox) Hun- 


md, 

I come now to the Verſe, For by 
bin wert all Things creat, I have fully 
proved, they cannot be rſtood of the 


Old Creation, rhe Creation of Heaven and 
Earth, and the Sea, and of the Things in 
them, which is the Creation properly ſo 
called ; therefore to reconcile this Verſe 
with the foregoing, and wich the Words be- 
fore cited out of the Epiſtle ro the Epotſans, 

He [God] ſit Him at bis own Right-Hand, 
ar above all Principality and Power, — and every 
Nami that is nam; ) The word San, 
which we render Created, ought to be ren- 
dred Modelled, Diſpoſed, or Reformed into 4 
new Order. So that the Senſe will run 
thus 3 © Chriſt is the Lord of every Creature, 
© for by him are all both Viſible and Invi- 
© ſible Creatures, even all Men and Angels, 
* Modelled or Diſpoſed into a new Order, 
© being ſubjected to Him and His Com- 
© mands ; As for Angels, all the Orders of 
© them, whether they be Thrones or Do- 
© minions, none of them are exempted from 
© his Power and Authoricy 5 he rules over 
© them, (which is the meaning of Ver. 17.) 
and they are all as it were compacted in 
one Body under his Conduct; as for Men, 
© as He js the Beginning and the Firſt- born 
© from the Dead, ſo He was alſo made Head 
© of the Church his Body; fo that in all 
© things He has the Preeminence, He rules 
zin Heaven and on Earth, over Angels and 
© over the Church, which is the Senſe of 
Ver. 18. This I hope makes a clear Senſe, 
agrecable to the whole Context, and to the 
Text in the Epheſians, I obſerve that as 
dum i reg -mdyTwy, or He is bejort. all 
Things, is the Explication of mewnTxG, 
ec. Or Ht is the Firſt-born of every Creature : 
So N mlyTu oy avTw cu ige, or and by 
him "all Things confoſt, or are compacted in- 
to one Body, ought to be the Explication 


of e du ov mw ay mt, Or by —_— 
: A 


% 


all Things (not creaich 28 tis rendred in the 
ih, g, Modelled- or Reformed. I 
know not, why Dr. Sherlock has called this 
a Socinian Explication; as-if it were de- 
viſed by them, to ſerve their H ; 
the truth is, the chief of the dox In- 
rerpreters, have thus explained this Context 
of the Coloſſians, Among the Ancients, St. 
Cyril, Fulgentius, Procopius, Gazens, and even 
Athanafius himiclf : Of the Moderns, Salmero, 
Mont anus, Grotins, and many more. Before 
I put an end to this, I mult obſerve; that 
our Author is greatly miſtaken in his Ex- 
lication of Col, 1. 18. The Apoſtle (lays 
e) proceeds from Chriſt's Creation ot 
natural World, te his Mediatory Kingdom : 
Which proves, that He did not ſpeak of that 
before. I ſee the Author does not obſerve 
his own rule (p. 46) To conſider, in ex- 
pounding Scripture, what gots bejore, and what 
follows. Tr was no hard matter to ſee, that 
the Apoſtle at Ver. 16. ſpeaks, Firſt in the 
general of Things that are in Heaven, and 
that are in Earth, Viſible and Invifible : bur 
then afterwards he explains, what he meant 
22 Things that are in Heaven, wiz, all 
the Orders of Angels; this he doth in the 
latter part of the ſame Verſe ; and what he 
means by Things that are on Earth, He tells 
us fully at Ver. 18. viz, the Church. The 
18th Verſe,being an Explication of ſome part 
of Ver. 16. it appears not to have been 
Paul's Deſign, to proceed from Chriſt's Cre- 
_ of the World co his Mediatary King- 
om. 

Thus I have done with the famous Con- 
text of Col. 1. 15, 16, &c, The Author of 
the Brief Hiſtory had proved, that Chriſt was 
e e . f. e 
appointed or made by God, t wg 
Prieft of our Profeſſion, To hk the Author, 
I am now conſidering, Anſwers z But here 
© 15-4 Reſtriffion to his being High- Prieſt, 
* and therefore no danger of Blaſphemy, 

tho He be God. For we may obſerve, 
© that thd the Jewiſh High-Prieſt was but 
| © a Man, yet he was a type of an High-Prieſt 
who is more than Man, even the eternal 


. 5 


© Son, or Word of God ; as ſome of the 
© Learned Jews acknowledge. This is in- 
deed an admirable Anſwer; Chriſt has been 
appointed by God an High-Prieſt, which 
ſeems to prove, that Himſelf is not God. 
No, ſays the Doctor, you are miſtaken; 
for thd the Jewiſh High- Prieſt was but a 
Man, yet He was à Type of an High - Prieſt 
more than Man, of an High- Prieſt who is 
the eternal Son of God. How does he prove 


The Jewiſh -Pricſt being a Type of 
Chead was * of an High-Prieſt more 
eminent and greater than Himſelf in all re- 
ſpects, th6 he were not God, 

He goes on. For the Son of God is 
© the only proper Mediator and Advocate 
© with the Father. If you ask him, why ? 
he will anſwer ; Philo Juda, who © 

* the à &pyreev's or 

Hieb -Prieſt, ſays ſo; and ſhows that the 


the only proper Mediator and Advocate 
with. che Father. Bur Philo Plato's 
Follower, did not believe ſuch a Trinity as 
the Doctor teaches. Sure there is a great 
difference between Plato three Pri 

and the Doctor's Trinity. But if there were 
not; muſt we believe , rather 


than St. Paul, who plainly tells us (in di- 
rect oppoſition to Phils) that as there it 
One God, ſo there is One Mediator between God 
and Men, the MAN Chriſt Jeſus, 1 Tim. 2. 3. 
As for the Garments che High-Prictk, 
which Philo will have to be a Figure of 
C Heaven 


Heaven and Earth; and our Aurhor*s oy 
about Faddas; both which our or al- 
| ries, 
whereby to prove the Divinity of Chriſt ; I 
hall lo far craſt the Judgment of the meaneſt 
Reader, as to take no notice of them. Thar 
which follows, is no leſs ridiculous 3 I am 
* ſure (fays the Author) the A diſtin- 


guiſhes Chriſt from Hieb · Frieſts raten fm 


£ 
©. among Men, and makes his ip che 
Foundation of his Prieſthood, Hb. 5. 1, 6. 
The to both theſe is true, and e- 
vident alſo in the Text he cites. The Prieſt- 
hood is the Foundation of rhe Sonſhip; and 
7 and Chriſt — Foros made 2 

High-Prieſts taken from among Men. 
Objection therefore ——— — 
being an High-Prieſt appointed e 
ly God, cannot Himſelf be God. 

He goes on: As for his next Objection 
© (from 1 Cor. 3. 23.) - Chrift-is G. I 
©.know har 


© and Deſigns of God's Glory; and what 
then? eſore he is not God: by no 
means! he conclude He is not 


©. God che Father; becauſe He acts ſubor- 
not that therefore He is not 


© dinate 
God 1 The Author of the Brief- 


Hiſtory meant (I ſuppoſe) this; that as [you 
are. Cbriſt's] in that. Text, ent 
ſubject to Chriſt ; ſo [ £bift is Gad] muſt 
hguify, Chriſt is ſubjeRed to God, and chere. 
fare_ not Himſelt God, This Tthink is good 
Sanſe, and a good Argument. But Can jt 
be ſaid, that the ſe Perſon of the Tri- 
nity, who is the ſupream | 
God with the Firſt, is God's Son, God's 
Chriſt, God's High Prieſt, ſerves rhe Ends 
and Defigns of Gad's Glory? All theſe Ti- 
tles denote a de e upon the Father, 
and a real ſubjection to Him; which cannot 


agree to any Perſon who is indeed Himſelf 


aSupream God. 
Here is another ſenſleſs Anſwer, to a good 


ſtrang Objection. P. 158. His next 
* proof is ; That God calls Chriſt his- Ser- 


A 


m God; nay, One 


(18) 


© yant in the Prophef Haiab. But it is his 
© Servant in whom bis Sow! was z which 
js che Character of his Son; and 
© is char Teſtimony which God gave to 
© Chriſt at his Baptiſm, Tha is my beloved 
© Sox in whom I am well pleaſed. I deſire here 
the Reader to obſerve the Doctor's accurate 
way of reaſoning, This is the Objection: 
Chriſt is called God's Servant, therefore 
fe is not God. No, this is a miſtake, ſays 
He; for Chriſt is God's beloved Servant. 

P. 159. He ſays in anſwer to the Obje&i- 
on from Phil. 2.3, 9. Becauſe He volun- 
* rarily condeſcends below the Dignity of 
© this Nature; does He forfeit rhe Dignity of 
© his Nature? But f K; can it be faid of 
the God, with whom is no Variable- 
neſs, neither Shadow of turning, that He has 
— below the Dignity of his Na- 
ture 

F. 155, 160. He goes on in a florid way. 


of Speech to ſhow, how inconſiſtent it is. , 


that Chrift, were He a meer Creature, ſhould. 
be advanced to that Power and Authority, 
whereuntro He has been promoted. 


He 5 E. 3. 1, The Dignity. 
con upon n 


led, the Suprean Government of the World; 
as this Author has fifted it: For He acts 
and ”-_ Ang SaQordination 2 gry 
2, When © rare fpeaks of this Ad- 
vancement Or extends it eſpecially 
over Angels and Men. 8. It is 20 Iadigrity 
to Angels, as our Author pretends, to be 
ruled and governed by a Man, whom God 
has exalted above them. Angels indeed 
have ſome natural Preropatives above Men, 
whereby they are more excellent Crearures 
than Men: bur if it pleaſes God of his free 
Gift, to itveſt *a Mun wich greater Dignity, 
Power, and all other Excellence, than amy 
Angel has; why can't He be ſet over them, 
as their Lord and Ruler, in Subordination 
to God ? There is no iry in it. 
4- Thar, contrary to the rs Aﬀerti- . 
on, a meer Creature may be a fit Lieutenant 
or Repreſertative of God in Perfonal and 
Prerogarive. Acts of "Government or age > 
Thus: . 


"Thus Sat and Daria were fer over the I/ 
ratlites, to govern and rule over them by 
God's Appoinement, in Subordination to 
him. . Nay we do commonly ſay, That the 
King is the Lieuzenant and Repreſentative 
of God. 5. God communicated to Chriſt 
ſuch Wiſdom and Power, as is neceſſary to 
enable him to exerciſe the Dignity conferred 

8232 this, there is not the leaſt 
Iiconſi . 

But notwithſtanding his ſoregoing Ob- 
je&jons, he conſeſſes, the Difficulty remains. 
P. 161. If He be by Nature the Son of 
© God, and Natural Lord of the World; how 
© is He ſaid to be exalted by God, and to 
6 receive a Kingdom from him, as the. re- 
< ward of his Righreouſneſs and Sufferings ? 
© He was before poſſeſſed of ir, ever ſince 
the Foundation of the World; being na- 
* tural Lord of all his Creatures: He had 
© no need to receive that which was his 
. *< own, or purchaſe what was his natural 

« Right, by ſuch mean and vile Condeſcen- 

ſion as ſuffering Death on the Croſs, Now 
to reconcile this, he makes a long Diſcourſe 
concerning the Mediatory Kingdom of Chriſt; 
which (faith he) hath been beſtowed on the 
ſecond Perſon of the Trinity, and is peculiar 
to Him, and diſtinguiſhed from the Natu- 
ral Government of. the World, which He 
has in ConjunRian with the Father. This 

Chimerical Syſtem [ on overthrow, I think, 
by chat ſingle Text of St. Paul already ci- 
ted; There is one Cad, and one Mediator be- 
tween God and Min, the MAN Chriſ® Jeſus. 
If Chriſt is a Mediator, and has the Medi- 
atory Kingdom, as He is the ſecond Per- 
ſon of the Trinity, that is, as He is God 
why does the Apoſtle tell us, that He is a 
Mediator bearly as He is Man? Ar leaſt he 
ſhould have told us, that the Mediator is 
the God-Man Jeſus Chriſt, It is unaccounta- 
ble that the Apoſtle, who in all his Epiſtles 


ſets forth the Excellency and Glory of Chriſt, 
in the moſt expreſſive Terms; ſhould tell us 
that the MAN Chriſt Jeſus is the Mediator 
between God and Men, if the Mediatory 


Kingdom is cxerciſed by the Divine Perſon 


9) 


or Nature, and if (not Chriſt Mz, but) 

Cliriſt God is the Mediator. Bur let us 

examine the Grounds our Author goes an, 
He tells us, ibid. A Mediator) Ki 

dom was neceſſary, to reconcile God 

© Men; to reſtore Man to the Integrity of 

his Nature: and this Power and Pignicy 


7 

: 
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is not well . 
it relates to the going Verſe, 
to be explained by it: God, faith the A- 
poſtle, at Ver. 21. Set Chriſt at his own Right- 
Hand in the Heautnly Places, far above all 
Prexcipality and 'Power, and tvery Name that 
is named, not only in this World, but in that which 
1 to come, Ver. 23. And bath put all Things 
under his Feet, What Things? Thoſe that 
are before mentioned, all the Orders of 
Angels and all Earthly Powers. And then 
follows ; Aud gave him to be Head, c. This 
is the ſenſe ; nor, that Chriſt was made 
Governour of the whole World, as Head of 
the Church. 2. But, what if all the Power 
Chriſt js inveſted with, is as Head of the 
Church? Will it not follow, that all the 
Power He is inveſted with, is as a Man, 
not as God? And this alſo I prove by Col. 1. 
18. And He is the Head of the Bady the Church: 
who is the Beginning, the Firſt-· born from the Dead, 

f C 2 . He 
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He who is the Firſt-born from the Dead, can 
be no other but the MAN Jeſus Chriſt ; 
but He who is the Firſt-born from the 


Chriſt Jeſus ts the Head of the Church. 
us; miniſtred in his Name, and by his Sovereign 


Thus the Apoſtle v lainly telli 
that the Mediator hen” 4 Head of the 
is the Man Chriſt Par, deſtroys our Au- 
thor's Notion of Chriſt's Mediatory King- 
dom, or that it is grounded on and exer- 
ciſed by his Divine Nature or Perſon. Fur- 
— if 2 or Media = if the 
Mediatory Kingdom belongs to is ma- 
d by che ſecond Perſon of the (ſuppo- 
Trinity, I don't fee, how the Govern- 
ment of a Trae! can be a Type of this King- 


dom, as this Author ſays at p. 162, 163. For 


the King of the Tfazlites was between God 
and his People, and was really diverſe from 


both; but Chriſt in our Author's Hypotheſis, 


is God himſelf, One with the Father and the 
Holy Ghoſt; ſo that he muſt be a Mediator 
between himſelf and Men, which beſides 
that ir is contrary to the Notion of a Me- 
diator, does wholly deſtroy the Parallel. 
He «fmt 164, 165. that, Wecer- 
© tainl w from the Expoſitions of Chriſt 
and his Apoſtles, that the Prophets ſpake 
© of Chriſt under the Names of Lord, God, 
and Zebouah. Pur I defire him, to recon- 


cile theſe Texts with his Opinion; Hub. 1. 


I, 2. God, who at ſundry Times and in divers 
Manners, ſpalbe in times paſt to the Fathers by 
the Prophets; bath in theſe Laſt Days ſpoken 
unto us by bis Son, Heb. 2. 2, 3. For if tbe 
Word ſpoken by Angels was ſtedfaſt ; — How 
ſhall we eſcape, if we neglect ſo great Salvation, 
which at the firft began to be ſpoben by the Lord? 
Gal. 3. 19. The Law was ordained by Angels, 
is the Hand of a Mcdiator, i. e. by the Inter- 
vention of Moſts, Acts 9. 53. Who have re- 
ceived the Law by the Diſpoſition of Angels. 
Ver. 38. This | Moſes) is He who was with 
the Church in the Wilderuſs, with the Angel 
who ſpake to him in Mount Sinai. Theſe Texts 
do more than ſufficiently prove, that rhe 
Son of God is not meant by the Prophets 


(20) 


and other Writers of the Old Teſtament, 
where they mention the Lord, G, and Je- 
boveb, But to return to Chriſt's Mediatory 
Ki 


He ſays pag. 167. * The Son has 4 Kingdon 
6 of bis own, which is ptcaliarly his; and ad- 


Authority. But, how is this conſiſtent wich 


what we read pag. 168. The Power indeed 


© whereby he adminiſters his Kingdom, is the 
© Power of the whole Trinity, of Father, 
© Son, and Holy Ghoſt : for they being ef- 
© ſentially one God, have bur one Energy and 
© Power, and therefore can never act ſepa- 
© rately, How can the Son, or the ſecond 
Perſon of that Trinity, have « Kingdom of bis 
own : if whatever he does, is alſo done by 
the Father and Holy Ghoſt 3; have not they 
Hereby as great a ſhare in this Kingdom, as 
the Son? This therefore is a plain Contra- 
dition, and perfect Non. ſenſe. Let us hear 
him further, pag. 169, 170. The Power is 
© not taken out of God's Hands, that is im- 
poſſible: Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt go- 
* vern the World ſtill, by one individual Act 
© and Power; but as in the Natural Govern- 
ment of the World, the exerciſe of this 
© Power begins with the Father; fo in the 
© exerciſe of this Mediatory Kingdom, ir be- 
* gins with the Son, and is directed by his 
Mediation. That is, God governs the World 
* now, not meerly as a Natural Lord, by the 
* Rules of Natural Juſtice 3 but with reſpect 
* to the Mediatory Power and Authority of 
© his Son, and to ſerve the ends of his Medi- 
* atory Kingdom. This Chimerical reaſon- 
ing will not free the Author's Syſtem from 
Contradiction. For as in the Natural Go- 
vernment of the World, tho (as he dreams) 
the exerciſe of the Power begins with the 
Father, yet the Son and Holy Spirit acting in 
conjunction with the Father, by an individual 
Act; it cannot be faid that the Power or 
Kiogdom is peculiar to the Father: ſo in the 
ſuppoſed Mediatory Kingdom, tho the exer- 
ciſe of the Power begins with the Son; yet 
as long as the Father and Holy Spirit act to- 
gether with him, and can never act ſeparate- 


ly ; 


0 


ly 3 it cannot be ſaid, that the Son has A Ring- 
dom of bis own, or that he is the Mediatory 
Ring. more than the Father or Spirit, Yet by 
the help of this contrived Mediatory King- 
dom, Sur Author undertakes (at bag 173.) 
to overthrow the Fourth Argument in the 
Hiſtory of the Unitarians; even this, becauſe 
God doth all things in his own Name, and by 
his own Authority, bur Chriſt comes in the 
Farher's Name, does his Will, and ſeeks his 
Glory. * This only proves (ſays he) that 
he is "or che * and the 
© King of God. For t 9 tory Kingdom 
6 (6 be ſays at pag. 172.) is erected by the 
Father; and by him given to the Son. 
But I ask, is not the Son equal to the Father, 
both in Energy and Authority? How then can 
he be ſaid to be ſent by his Father, to receive 
his Commands, and to ſeek his Glory ? Can 
all this be aſeribed to the Supt God? 
Nay, if the Father ther with the Son and 
Spl it, be but one God is it not abſurd to ſay 
that the Father ſends the Son, and the Son 
does the Will of the Father ? Why not rather, 
in his own Mediatery Kingdom, does his own 
Will, ſeeks his own Glory? Ithiak, I could 
as ſoon believe White is Black, as ſwallow 
the Abſurdities of our Author's Mediatory 
Kingdom, But tis Plain to every — — 
Reader, that he has oſten not underſt 
what he ſaid. 

Having thus ſhown the Abſurdity of his 
Hypotheſis, concerning Chriſt's Mediatory 
Kingdom: I will ſet down in a few Words, 
what I take to be the true Notion of Chriſt's 
Kingdom. God had promiſed to D2vid, that 
he would eſtabliſn his Throne for ever; and 
there ſhould never be wanting one of his Seed 


to fir thereon ; Plal. 89. 3, 4. I have made 4 


Covenant with my Choſen, I have ſworn unto Da- 
vid my Servant; thy Sted will I eſtabliſh ſor ever, 
and build up thy Throne to all: Generations, And 
again, verſ. 29. His Sted will I male to indure 
for ever, and bis Throne as the Days of Heaven. 
Again ver. 35, 36, 37. Once I have ſwornby 
my Holineſs, that I will not lie unto David: is 
Sed (hall indwre for ever, and his Throu as the 
Sun before ns; it /t all be eſlabliſht for tvir as the 


Moon, and as 4 ſaithſul Witneſs in the Htauent. 
Now that this Premiſe does nor relate, only 
chiefly, ro David's Succeſſors in the Politi- 
cal Government of Fael, withcurt any reſpeR 
to the Meſſias, who was alſo the Son vf Da- 
vid; does plainly appear by the Event: for 
the Political Kingdom of David has been de- 
ſtroyed for ſeveral Ages, and the Series of 
Succeſſors in the Davidical Line is utterly 
8 off. This Promiſe therefore had its 
Accompliſhment in our Mſias Jeſus 
Chriſt, who is the Son of David, 2 — 
King of ati. But this Kingdom of Chriſt 
is both more ample and more durable than 
David's was, For all Power is given to bim, 
both in Heaven and Earth, Mar. 28. 1 4 And 
(1 Cor. 15. 25, 26.) Vt muſt reign, Till be has 
put all Enemies under bis Feet; the laſt Enemy 
that ſhall be deſtroyed, is Death. Thus his 
Throne ſhall indure as long as the Sun and 
Moon, He may becalled, wich greater rea- 
ſon than Devid was (Pal. 8g. 27.) God's 
Firſt- born, Hightr than the Kings of the Earth: 
for he is (Rev. 19. 16.) King of Kings, and 
Lord of ' Lords; (Rev. 1. f.) Prince of the 
Kings of the Earth, But his Power reaches not 
only over Men, but over Angels too; ( 1 Pet, 
3. 22.) Vi is os the right ww of God, Angels 
and Authorities, and Powers being made ſubje 
to him. This is God's Anointed, whom he 
has inveſted with the Power of enacting Laws 
for the good of his Subjects. When God did 
not ſo immediately govern J/rael, as during 
the Theocracy, but by Rings; Dauid, as God's 
Deputy and Vicegerent, appointed Muſick, 
Singers, Porters; and made e Regu- 
lations, as were fit in the Worſhip of God: 
So Chriſt, who is a King immediately appoin- 
ted by God, by virtue of the Power and Ja- 
ſtructions given to him, took away the Cerc- 
monial Law, ſet up a Spiritual Worſhip 3 
and being a King over the Gentiles as well as 
over the Jews, made ſuch Laws as were able 
to unite them into one Body, in the Worſhip 
of one God; that there. might be but one 
Flock, and one Shepherd. Chriſt's Kingdom 
is not only Spiritual, but Temporal; I mean, 
he has ſo much Power over all Creatures, as 
: is 
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contradicted by our Savicur's Words, at John 
18.36. The Original has it por, My Kingdom is 
not of this World, but from this World. a 5 
x6 pts TET#, i. e. My Kingdom is not owing 
to Men, but to God's own appointment: I 


Cor. 15. 24, 28, Ther cometh the 
end, when he ſhall deliver up the Kingdom to 
God, even the Father, ----Then the Son be 
alſo ſabject to him, that put all things under him. 
that God may be all in all. 

This, I take to be che true account of 
Chriſts Kingdom, according to Scripture. 
Thus God performed the Oath, which he 


ſware to David; even by raiſing up an Horn of 
Salvation in bis e 1. 69. Thus the- 
L of Chriſt, who is the Seed of Da- 
tid, ſhall laſt as as the Sun and Moon. 
Bur we no where find in Scri „ that this 

is beſtowed upon him, as he is the 


ving that; that diſeourſing df the principal 
Act of Chriſt's Kingly Power and Authority, 
dix. his judging the World; he ſays, that 
God has appointed a Day to perform this, by 
the MAN whom he has ordained, As 17. 


_ Ina Word, as Chriſt has been exalted 
* 


God, and has received a Kingdom from 


(22) 


zs necefary to-enabie him, to perform the 
ends of his Spiritual Kingdom. Nor is this 


him: So when the: appointed End cometh, 
he ſhall deliver it up to God, and remain 
SUBJECT rohim, as St. Paul cxprelly , 
reaches, 1 Cor. 15. 28. Theſe two things 
ively prove, chat Chriſt is4 King, 
barely as a Man; and that his Mediatory 
Kingdom, ſo much ſpoken of by our Author, 
is a Chimera. 
I proceed now to his other Anſwers, to 
this Obje&ion, That Chriſt knows not the da 


| chat the Son is included in 
© St, Matthew's dec, None, or no Man; and 
© therefore theſe Texts muſt ſpeak of Chriſt 
© only as a Man. Ianſwer, fo they do, 
he is no more than a Man. St. Hark tells 
char Chriſt as the Sox (of God) knows not 
that Day and Hour. Now our Author will 


is 
the Son not as he is Man, but as he is God, fo 
18 


he faith at pag. 166. and elſewhere. This i 


indeed a very caſy diſtinction, were it but 


ent Excellence and Exaltation above 
them: but in St. Matthew, that Son of 
God, who is above Men and is in- 


cluded in the None, or no Man. Thus this 
glorious Title of rhe S of God, denotes here 
Chriſt Mev. As the Father in St. Mark is 
God; fo the Sox of God, who knows nor 
that Day and Hour, is Chriſt Mz, who is ſo 
ſtiled in all the New Teſtament without any 
reſpe& toa · ſecond Nature. 


(27) 


CAT. IV, 


E ſixth Argument in the Brief Hiſto. 

y runs thus: God giveth what, and 
© ro whom He pleaſes; He needs not the 
aid of any other 3 He intreateth not for 
© Himſelf or his People; He cannot die 
© and deriveth his Power from none but 
© Himſelf : But tis certain, that the Lord 
«- Chriſt could not himſelf, without the pre- 


thorivy from no Creature, . nor from 


God with whom he inrercedes ? if he is, 
what need is there for him to intercede ? 
Beſides ; this Author ſays before (pag. 167, 
269, 170.) The Nee Divine Perſons can ne- 
ver at ſeparately, they have bat One Enevgy, 
and whatever is done they do it by one Þn- 


iuiaaual Act. Now 1 hope he will gram, chat 


Prayer and -Interceſſron are real Acts or 
Actions: I infer, therefore when the Son 
intercedes, the Father and Holy Spirit muft 
imerorde too. 


art not peculiar to the Son; but there are 


God neither, who is ſeparated from . 


Thus Interceſſion and Prayer 


or God, does this Trinity befeech ? Good 
God ! how long fhall ir be, that Men will 
love Darkneſs rather than Light; and prefer 
2 Novel and Unintelligible Goſpel, before 
the old, plain and eaſy One? 
Pag. 183. He ſays; For God to make 
a Creature, Advocate and 


and deſeribetd to be the Son of God, and the 
Image of God. He anſwers, This we own, 


© cauſe he is a diſtinct Ferſon frem the Ta - 


er;. 
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© ther; for ſo according to the Language of 


© © Scripture, Cod ſignifies-God the Father, when 


© he is diſtinguiſhed from the Son and Holy 
Spirit; as all Men grant. Let the Author 
abare a little of his Confidence. Is an Iro- 
nical Anſwer ſufficient, ro confute a good 
and a ſtrong Argument? This is 4 wond?rſul 
Argument, ſays he, to prove that Chriſt is 
not God. When St. Paul ſays in his Salu- 
rations, Grace be to you, and Peace from God 
the Father, and from the Lord Feſus Chriſt; 
who would gueſs, that Jeſus Chriſt is God 
as well as the Father ? he, nor any other 
ſacred Writer ever lays, that there are Three 
Perſons in the God , Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghoſt ; he calls only the Father, God, 
and diſtinguiſhes the Lord Chriſt from him. 
If the Lord Chriſt is God as well as the 
Father, the Apoſtle ſhould have framed his 
Salutation thus; Grace be to vou, and Peace from 


God the Father; and from the God Man Feſus 


Chriſt. But according to the ge of 
Scripture, ſays he, God ſignifies Cad the Fa- 


poſtle did indeed fo think, and fo teach; 
— — — 
w to correctly and pr y. 
* Tis im , ſaith rhe Brie) Hiſtory, 
che Son or Image of the One true 
ſhould himſelf be that One true 
as im le as that the Son ſhould 


FL 


N 


whoſe Image it is. This is meer 
ſtry, ſaich our Author; for if the 
her and the Son and the Holy Ghoſt 
One true God; they are the ſame 


z 


35 
45 


8 
1 


che Son the Father, I ap- 
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-1.the OVLT true God 


1e Father, or the Image that very 


God, and yet the Father is not 
nor 


peal to the Reader, whether this be not a 
mear denial of rhe Difficulty, not an Ex- 
plication or a Solution of ir? The Son, 
ſaith the Hiſtorian, can't be the One true 
God, becauſe he is che Son and Image of 
the One true God; for the Son cannot be 
the Father, nor the Image the very Thing 
whoſe Image it is. Yes, ſays our Anſwerer, 
God and the Image of God are the ſame One 
true God. 8 5 
The next Argument of the Hiſtory is, 
that Many Texts expreſly declare, That 
© only the Father is God. In anſwer to 
this, ſays our Author: This would be a 
* Demonſtration, could he produce any one 
Text which aſſerts, that — the Father, 
in oppoſition to the Son Holy Ghoſt, 
bis God: for then the Father muſt ſigni- 
© fy the Perſon of the Father, in oppoſition 
to the Perſon of the Son, and the Perſon 
© of the Holy Ghoſt. But has not the Hiſto- 
rian produced ſuch a Text ?« Fobn 19. 3. 
Father, — this is Life Eternal, to know Thee 
4. Feſus Chriſt whon 
thou haſt ſent : Or, Jeſus Chriſt thy Mefſen- 
ger. Here, the Father, to whom the Son 
directs his Prayer (as a by Ver. 1.) 
is called the only true Gad; and the Son, Je- 
ſus Chriſt whom he bath ſeut, or his r. 
Here the Father as the Sender, is oppoſed to 


the Son as the Meſſenger ; and the Firſt 


called the ONLY true God, the Other an 
Apoſtle or Meſſenger. Our Author adds ; 
But when the Father is called the only true 
© God, only in oppoſition to all the falſe 
Gods, which the World then worſhipped'; 
© there Father does not ſignify Perſonally, 
© bur that one Godhead or Divinity, of which 
the Father is the Source, the Fountain 
and the Original. So ſoon has this Au- 
thor forgot his own Obſcryation and Rule 
of 8 that, according to Scrip- 
ture, God ſignißes God the Father, inhent uer be 
is diſtinguiſhed from the Son or Spirit, Is not 
he, to whom Chriſt here direRs his Prayer, 
called God ? and is he nor diſtingui 

from the Son, who is called the Meſſenger ? 
why then ſhould he not ſignify here Perſonal- 


2 


., God the Father, as well as in other pla- 

ces? why muſt Father here fignify, not the 
Father ; but ont Godhead, of which the Father is 
the Saurer? Thus either his Obſervation is 
falſe ; and then he is overthrown by the 
Texts to which he oppoſes it: or it is true; 


and then in this Text, the only true Gal is af- 


firmed by our Saviour himſelf to be the Fa- 
ther only, in oppoſition to all other Perſons 
whomſoever. I cannot bur admire this Au- 
thor's way of expounding Scriprure. One 
while, he founds Chriſt's p on his 
eternal Generation; ſo that the title Son 


of the Trinity: as ſoon as this notion will 
not ſerve the turn; as when the Son is (in 
St. Matthew and St. Mart) denied to know 

the Dy and Hour of judgment; then the 
Jon ſhall ſignify Chriſt Mas, Again, when 


God is d from the Son and Holy 
Spirit, he ſignifies Perſonally God the Father; 
eee. 
ciniat (a 

Texts in the ſeventh Tee Hiſto- 


Texts are urged ; then on the contrary, God 


the Father muſt not ſignify the Father Per- 
ſohally, | or Divinity, of 
which the Father i the Source. Certain- 
ly, were his true, there would 
be no need he thus turn himſelf into all 


Shapes to defend ir. 3 

When the Father is called, the one God, 
and the only true God; in 
falſe Gods: is he not ſo d in ogpot- 
tion to the Son alſo? Moſt certainly he is. 
In theſe two Texts, Job! 17. 3. 1 Cor. 8.6. 
we have no warrant from Reaſon or Scrip- 
ture, to underſtand by the Father Three 
Perſons, Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt. Ts 
it not abſurd and ſenſeleſs ro ſay, That 
the Father ſignifies alſo the Son and Haly 
Ghoſt, in thoſe very Texts where he is diſtin- 
guiſhed from them? Ialways thought the Fa- 
ther ſignified, the Father only; and the. Ss 


che Son only, and Hol Ghef; ce Hol | 
only. I always thought that che Language 
ripture, was agrecable to the Language 


of 


(#5) 


i to all 


of Nen; becauſe otherways it cartiot be un- 


Son, and a third Perſon diſtinct from both. 
But Trinitarians, better ſighted than orher 
People, have found, it may. When we 
read in Scriprure, (1 Cor. 8.6.) To us there 
is but one Goa, the Father: It ſounds as if the 
Apoſtle had faid 3 There is bur one nume- 
rical infinite Betng, the Father of ſeſus 
Chriſt, and of all the World; becauſe this is 
the natural Idea we have of ove God, the Fa- 
ther. But this Author tells us, we are grolſly 
miſtaken ; for one God ſigniſies three infinice 
Minds, three ſubſtantial intellectual Beings or 
Perſons. Again, we ſhould think that the 
Father here 11gnifies the Father only: but this 
is (it ſeems) another foul Miſtake; for it 
1 


eſs Words 
» do indee 
che 


1 4 8 


at Mak. 24.36.) tht Furby on 
e Per ay FB 


and his Party Has bleſt the World. 


He goes on, and ſays; the Di muſt 
end here, whether the Scripture teach 
the Divitiry of the Son and Holy Ghoſt; 


for if ſo, when the Father is ſaid to- be the 
only true God, and the one Cod; the Son and 
Holy Spirit are not hereby excluded from 
the Unity of the ſame Godhead. I anſwer, 
the Diſpute may be ſoon ended ; for when 
the Fa is called the one God, and the 
only true God, even in thoſe places where 
the Son is mentioned: This alone is 4 cltar' 
Demonſtration, that the Scripture docs not 
teach the Divinity of the Son and Holy 

Ghoſt. Were the Son and Holy Ghoſt God 
with the Father, the Prayer of our Lord 
G Jon, 17. 1, 2, 3, c.) muſt have been 


chus framed ; © This is Life Eternal, to know 
« Thee (Father) and Mt and the Holy Ghift 
to 
the 


to be the only true God. And Pail 
6 D 


| 
[ 
l 
F 
j 
i 
{ 


—— _ 


(26) 


the Coriathiens ſhould have ſaid 4 © But to 
* us there is bur one God, the Father, the Son, 
© and the Holy Ghoſt. But this is the Language 
of Scripture, no where. 

Pag. 186. His other Texts, faith our 


Author, prove no more but that the Father 


c of Chriſt is God; not, that Chriſt is nor 
© one God with the Father. Let us hear the 
Texts themſelves, 1 Cor. 15. 24. Then cometh 
the end, when-be (ball deliver ce Kingdom to 
God, even the Father, James 3. 9. 1 
bleſs we God, even the Father. Rom. 15 

That ye may with axe A en a os 


God, tum the Father EA aur Lord Jeſus Chrift, 
It is an affected blindneſs and perverſeneſ;, 
not to diſcern and own, that in theſe Texts, 
God even the Father, is as much as to ſay, God, 
that is to ſay the Father, No plainer or more 
expreſs Words could he uſed by a Soi or 
other Unitarian, to declare his Notion of the 
Unit) of God. What hope is there of con- 
vincing thoſe, with whom the Father only 
ſhall not ſignify the Father only? And 
again, God, that is to ſay the Father, ſhall be 
two others beſides the Father. 


CHAP. V. 


Bf yank ſuperfluous, 7 
* the Holy Spirit to his ſaid Human Nature, 
8 uide: for what other 


r 

one Perſon wirth( as on ; 
© and in which God che 88 di Perſonally 
©, dwell? To this he anſwers: © The account 
3 and ſhort; for the whole 
one Energy and Power, and 
q wp Lud eras act ely ad 
* extra ; whar the Father docs the Son 


©. does, nn 2 


© Individual AQ. Bur 
© all Creatures (and ſuch is rhe ay ns Na- 


© cure of Chriſt * attributed to 
the Holy If Spirit. if che whole Trinity 
is but won of Eſt 8 and Power, the Sanctifica- 


e to the Holy Ghoſt; why to che 


than co the Divine Word, of Son dwelling 
Cas the; ſay) after a peculiar manner in 

Chriſt ? But che matter is plain, the Hol 
Sb i dhe Power of God, of which 


ſtood in need, for performing the Will and 
Works of the Father, and which God beſtow- 
ed on him for that very end z but if Chriſt 
had been indeed there had been no. 
need he ſhould receive any ſuch Gift; for as 
God he would have had is, is bis own Perſon. 
e 
je Sa = . 
e ork Spire 2 But - x7 hens 
no reaſop to ſucha-Queſtion : no 
erdbeer ro the f God; or is. 
united either to rhe Father or Son, 

as Trinitarians ſay the Human Nature of 

co he ſame Night and inſignifira 
tis after the ſame ne. 
manner, that he anſwers the next Argument, 
even this; The Miracles of Chriſt are. at- 


© tributed always, either to the Father, or the 
C 1 Spirit * y him. He anſwers 
. 188.) Father, Sou and Holy Spirit act ro. 


oe. I ſay now, ſuppoſing this which he 
ſays; yet if Chriſt were God, why — 
we never alcribe his Miracles to himſelr; ; 
always to the Father, or to the Holy Hire 
which is the Power of the Father? why has: 
tte concealed a matter of fo great im 

to be known ? Or why do we ſeek to make 
. him greater than he ever faid he was? Be- 
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ſides, in the very Texts, in which he aſcribes 
the Miracles he did, to the. Father, or the 
Spirit and Power of the Father dwelling in 


him; I ſay in thoſe very Texts he denies, that 
he doth them himſelf: which is directly con- 


trary to what our Author afficms, that the 


(pretended) three Divine Perſons have but 


one Energy, and act by one Individual Act. 
If that were ſo, our Saviour could not have 
ſaid, John 3. 30. T can do nothing 'of my ſ+lf. 
John 14. 10. The Father that dwellithin mt, be 
goeth the works.” Let us hear the account which 
St. Peter gives, Acts 10. 38. God aminted Je- 
ſus of Nazareth with the Holy Ghoſt, and with 
Power; who went about doing good, and healing 
all that were oppreſſed with the Devil: for God 
was with him. Here St. Peter teaches, that 
Chriſt wrought all ſorts of Miracles, not be- 
cauſe (as Triaitarians ſay) he was God, but 
bec auſt God was with him, 1.e. God helped and 
aſſiſted him, by anointing him with the Holy 
Ghoſt, and with Power. | 

The next Argument is, © Had our Lord 
© Chriſt been more than a Man, the Prophe- 
« cies of rhe Old Teſtament in which he is 


the Sed of the W 


— —— Our Author chinks fit to anſwer 
Objection, in another c 

won rye imp rn which he 
makes to the Arguments againſt the Divinity 


of the Holy Ghoſt, 
> The Fi 


* God, are in Scripture: ſpoken of 
ar pag. 189. It is as eaſy to prove 
rr 
Holy Spirit is none. But if he can make 
this Aſſertion, crit mibi magnus Apollo. 


certainly a Perſon, no Body can doubt that 


˖ 3 78, = 


—— the New Teſtament the 
Title of God, therefore becauſe God is moſt 


the Father is a Perſon. As for the Son, the 
ſame Goſpel often ſays he is a Man; every 
Man being a Perſon; the Son being a Man, 
muſt be alſo a Perſon, But it is quite other- 
ways with the Holy Ghoſt, for the Scriptures 
call it the Power of God; and Power 6 2 Fa- 
culry, not a Perſon. Acts 10. 38. God has 
anointed Jeſus of Nazareth with-the Holy Gboſt. 
and with Power. Luke 1. 25. The Holy Ghot 
ſb1ll come «pon thee, and the Power of the Higheſt 
ſhall #virſhadow thee, hat is more plain 
than that, the Power of the Higbeſt in theſe 
Texts is the explication of the Holy Ghoſt ? 
Again, Acts 6. 3. They choſe Stephen, a Max 
full of Faith, and of the Holy Ghoſt, Ver. 9. And 
Stephen ſall of Faith and of POWER, did great 
Wonders, Here again the Holy Ghoſt at ver, 3. 
is explained by Power at ver. f. 

He ſays further; © He is the Spirit of God, 
© which ſearcheth the deep things of God 3 
and he who knows all things in God, muſt | 
de akno Mind. In anſwer to this, I 


- muſt explain the Text to which he alludes, 


I Cor. 2. 10, 11. and which he cites too, pag. 
— — ng revealed re 

1 Spirit; for the Spirit ſtarches all things, yta 
the deep things OL Nw ſpeaks 
here of the Doctrines of the 'Gofpel, its Precept 


but now are revealed to Men; as appears by 
He meaneth this; * God has 


— c — r__s — — — 


ver. 12. Now we 


; (23) 


ces-with what follows, ar 
e not received the Spirit of 
the World, but the Spirit of God, that we might 


"ration perfe&ly 


hens the things that are freely given us of 


| 9 i is the true Senſe of this place. For 
es which we tranſlate ng Man, muſt either 
be underſtapd excluſively of God; or ſo as 
to include God alſo. If it includes God 
too, it will follow, that the Holy Spirit or 
Third -Perſon of the — knows the 
Things of God, and that the Father and 
Son are altogether ignorant of them; which 


Conſequence, I am ſure, they will not allow. 


But if dee ſignifies no Man here (as moſt 
certainly tr does) then the Spirit of God is to 
be underſtood of, the Man who bas received 
that Spirit or Inſpiration ; by aſſiſtance where- 
of he may attain to the knowledge of the 
moſt ſecret Counſels of God; as rhe Apo- 
fle explains it, in the very next Verſe. 
The Author grants, that C _ be 
faid to ſuffer long, and to be Hud, becauſe a 
charitable Man does fo : then the Spirit of 
God may be (aid to (now the Thing by 
becauſe 1 is 2 28 
e Se ee 8 This Vain 
it © $57 
2 
*- y # ones [4 we 
muſt underſtand that 


* 


- Spirit, Gaich our Saricur, is Spirits. 
hope nap. enough to clear — of 


„ power and 
Inſpiration, diſtind from God, and yet nor 
God ; for what ere Exculties ir vs, 2 
— Ii chis be trve, chen there | 


* | 
too, it muſt be another Perſon in him. Thus 
not only Wiſdom and Love, but Former ay 
are . — there being 
e a N hof which 
t tels us; cannot 
— 


Spirit which is given | 


Scripture 
the Fath God, and that che 
t er only is — 


and Power. The Son and the Holy: Ghoſt 
muſt have them too; elſe they ſhould not 
be God. Bur if Wiſdom, Love and Power, 
being Faculties in us, to be Perſpns in 
God: then there are Nine Per ſons · at the 
leaſt, in God, viz; Wiſdom, Love and Por- 
er in the Father, who is an Infinite. Mind 


diſtinct from the Son and Holy Ghoſt ; Wiſ⸗ 


dom, Love and Power in the Son, who is 
an Infinite Mind diſtinguiſhed from the Fa- 
ther and Holy Ghoſts Wiſdom, Love and 
Power in the Holy Ghoſt, who is an Infinice 
Mind diſtin from the Father and Son, More- 
over, he tells us, that the Son is a-Perſan, 
becauſe He is the Fathe t Reflex bnowledge. 
But the Son being an Ififinite and moſt Per- 
ſect Mind, is undoubredly able to reflect up- 
on his own Wiſdom and — and — 
(as well as the Father) to 


this ſecond Son iu the · Trinity on — the 
ſame Means and Rags j may by te | 
ſo onwards to Infini — yn ro 
this Maxim, that Faculties in us, 
are Perſons in Cad ; there may be, nay there 
inſiniĩte number of Perſous i in 


© This is certain. (on fav) bonne al eg 


Acts belong to a. Per 
whatever has any. Fro A, ue my 


*. Figurative, — t. the gh 
Ghoſt is no Perſon 3 and thereſore we may 
affirm, that whenever. Perſonal Ad are al- 
ox ibed to it, it is to be ſiguratively taken. 
That the Holy Ghoſt is not God, we moſt 
certainly know; . becauſe the Scripture plain- 
ly. cells, us, there is but one God, be Father. 


| That the Holy wy _ created green 
is made probable veral places of 

IA ture, which 

and Inſpiration: ;. Hi the Hb 


reach us, that ĩt i God's — 


the Pawer of God, and putting one for the 
other, According to theſe. two Principles, 
which; the. affords us; — op 


Ghaſi is God's Power ur 


= may 


| (29) 


when per ſonal Acts are aſcribed to it, it is 2 
Figurative Expreſſion... Thus we can eaſily 
_ that the Holy — 25 — 

work Miracles (pag. 190.) te raife the 
Dead, to comfort, 8 alla to ſanttify the 


Church, to dwell in the Church: becauſe God 


by - his Power works Miracles, raifes the 
Dead, comforts, convinces, ſanRifies, and 
dwells in the Church. Thus we do not prove 
that the Holy Ghoſt is no Perſon, only becauſe 
Mirſonal Acts are ſomttimrs Ejguratively attri- 
buted- to that moo is mA An this Author 

iftabes + But havi rove Scripture, 
— Hol Ghoſt z no Perſon, — 
that Perſonal Acts are figuratively aſcribed 
to it, as they are to Charity, Wiſdom, and 


other Things, boch in Scripture and in Pro- 


ne Authors, and in common familiar 


Spirit, or Power and Inſpiration of 
: ſo char tis im the Spirit 


ſhould be God himſelf, To this our au- 


© the Mind, thõ they may be diſtinguiſhed 
© from each other, yet can't 
© thing diſtin& from the Mind, but are the 
Mind it ſelf 3. and therefore if the Spirit, 
* as he ſays, be repreſented in Scripture, 
© as ſo diſtin& from God, that tis impoſſible 
© he ſhould be God himſelf 3 then he muſt 
© bea diſtin& Divine Perſon,and not the meer 
©. Power of God, which is not diſtin& from 
God himſelf. To this I anſwer ; the Holy 
Spirit is neither a Divine ſubſiſting Perſon, 
nor a meer Name. In order to the cleari 
of this, I muſt obſerve, that the Holy G 
ifies in Scripture, ſometimes the Power 
God, ſometimes the Eſſects of that Power, 
or all miraculous extraordmary Gifts. In 


from God, but ir On bimfelf. TS, 


the firſt- ſenſe, . we read 1. 33.) The 
Holy Ghoſt ſhall come upon —— 50 — 
of the Higheſ®: ſrall over 
is evident that the Holy Ghoſt ſignifies the 
Power of God; whereby he e 
miraculous Conception of our Bleſſed Savi- 
our. In the latter ſenſe, we read (Gal. 3.5.) 
E therefore that miniſtreth to you the Spirit, and 


. 
ing of the A 8 
Queſtion is this; whether the Galatiau had 
been indued with that Spirit, and thoſe ex- 
traordinary Giſts, b ieti 
remomal Law of 


1mbracing the Goſpel 

Holy Ghoſt is only an Atemidate- dd,- 
ſo is nt. a mer Name; nor is it a Div 
fiſting Perſon; which to ſay; were ri 


3 e — 

to be diftinguiſh'd ;- that is; may 

won b bus Powers ax he is aid t0.88. 
m. he falt Feth 

4 Divine Nrtie or Power, ther it. is not di 
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God may be called God himſelf ; the So- 
cinians never denied it: and this is all that 
his Argument proves. Secondly, He ought 
to know, the Holy Spirit is not diſtinct from 
Cod, as ane. Perſon- from another, but is 

from God as bis Attribute. This 
plain, and ro, Reaſon 
ull anſwer to what 


© Git, u Che pv) hs Holy Spies, fi 
as Js Ho irit is, if it 
a — — b 8 
Fperſon: and if theſe Perſonal Acts are ſuch, 
* as are proper only to God, it muſt be a 
* diſtin& Divine Perſon. | 
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"He goes on. He ſays this Spirit is the Cauſe produces ſeveral eſſects, out of the fame 
tration of bei Wr nſpi- Power ſpring ſeveral Giſts. 2 
ration chen, is either within God hi ; | | | 
or without him, in his Creatures who 3. The-nexr Argument is; The Spirit 
H it be within Gd is obtained of God by our Prayers, there- 
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c 

C 

4 
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© himſelf, it muſt be a Perſon, or elſe it © fore it ſelf is not God. This he pretend 
© cannot be diſtin& from God; anda Divine to anſwer by his Old Sophiſm, tliat One Di- 
© Perſon, unleſs any thing be in God, which vine Perſon may ſend and give another; 
©. is not God, If this Inſpiratien be with- which has been already confured. He adds; 
© out God, in the Creatures who are inſpi- The Spirit gives himſelf, and is asked of 
© red by him; how is it the Spirit of God? © himſelf; for the Divine Perſons in tin 
For the Spirit of God muſt be in God, Trinity do not act ſeparately > but as the 
as the Spirit of a Man is in a Man? I an- Father and the Son give che Spiric ; ſo 
= * 4 


If every thing that js in God be a Perfon, © Individual Aff, But how can this be the 
then there be as many Perſons in the fame Individual A8? The Father and the 
Godhead, as there are Attributes Son, ſays he, ſend the Holy Ghoſt, and the 
A, in G i i Holy Ghoſt gives himſelf, Can ſexding 4- 
nother, and giving one's ſelf, be one and the 
ſame A&R? Farther; If the Father, Son, and 
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muſt conclude, that the true God ſpake 
not to the Fathers: which is a plain Con- 
tradiction to the Apoſtle; who ſays, that 
God (undoubtedly the true God 1 ＋ 
the Fathers. Farther, by God. to 
the Fathers, we muſt underſtand either Fa- 
ther, Son; and Holy Ghoſt, or the Father 
only. If Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt ſpake 
to the Fathers; it could not be here ſaid, 
that Chriſt is the Image of that God's Per- 
+ fon, for he is Three Perſons, If the Father 
enly ſpake to the Fathers, then the Father 
ta is the true God; for the true God ſpake 
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Scrip-- 


us, bur 
the Son 
not 


Cond 
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why not? 
were not fince the Goſpel bed 
by. the One, and confirmed by the Other , why. 


or Cod. A Chriſtian, ac ſuch, muſt profeſs - 
in his Creed, that he. believes not only in 
God the Father Almighty z but alſo in his 

Som. 
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; che Apoſtles and Primiriv 
_ inlarged their Creed, to make 


Son ſeſus Chriſt, who was ſent by him to 

each the Goſpel; and in the Holy Ghoſt, 

y which ir pleaſed God to confirm the truth 

of it: By ſuch a Belief he is diſtinguiſhed 
from a Jew or any other Man. 

He adds. That the Primitive Chriſtians 
© did believe the Divinity of the Son and 
© Holy Ghoſt, we are ſufficiently affured 
from all che Autient Records of their Faith; 


but there was no Reaſon to expres this in ſ⸗ 


© ſhort a Creed, before the Aria and Socuiar 
< Herefies had diſturbed the Church. Tis 


Plain, our has not read the Records of 
which he And whereas he ſays, there 
uuns no rtaſan to expreſs. the Doctrine of the 


Tinity in the Creed; tis very marvellous to 
me, that there ſhould be no reaſbn to expreſs 
an Article, which he and his Party ſay 1 1 
ceſſary to Salvation; and that a Man is no Chri- 
r 
not in ſo a z bur I fay, 
had the Arricle been —_— 

| ug J 


room for a neceſſary Article; an Article much 
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Holy Ghoſt ; no other, but that they believed 
it not. Bur why has our Author taken no 
notice of what the Sotinian Hiſtorian wy 
objected at pag. 22, 23, 24. was it too hot, 
or to heavy for him? Tay; he ſays, Ic 
needed not to be added; becauſe the Son of God 
muſt be by Nature God; and the Spirit of God 
is as eſſentially God, ar the Spirit of a Man is 
eſſential to 4 Man, Bur muſt he that is the 
Son of God, be alſo. by Nature God? Sts 
Lake ſays of Aan, who was the Son of Cod, 
Luke 1. 38. Was Alam by nature God? Are 
Angels in Scripture called Sons of God * 
and all good Chriſtians are they not alſo 
Sons of God, in che Language of Scripture : 
Fob I's 6. and 38. „ John I. 12. . 
a ifſentially God, as the Spirit of. a Man is e 
ſmtial'to' « Man If one had leiſure, there 
Anſwers enow made to it; all 


* 4. Ir ju- 
excuſes, - Pagan and 
Pepi Idolatries. If it be ſo, my Maſters, 


the Socixias are ill Men indeed: but let us 
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C HAP. VII. 


ky Firſt pretence is, That © The 
© Socinien Doctrine ridicules the 
© Scripture, by putting either a very abſurd 
© ora very trifli eon it, unworthy of 
© the Wiſdom of God by whom it was in- 
© ſpired. He inſtances in ſome Expoſitions 
of Scripture, which he finds in the brief Hiſto- 
ry of the Unitarians, For Example, 

The Hiſtorian, in anſwer to Pſal. 4. 6, 7. 
which the Apoſtle (at Heb. 1. 8.) applics 
to Chriſt, ſays, © In the Hebrew and in the 
Greek tis, God is thy Throne (i. e. thy Seat, 
KReſting · place, Eſtabliſhment) for ever, Nei- 
ther the Tranſlation nor the Interpretation is 
the Hiſtorian's, but by him taken out of Gro- 
tius, whom no Man thinks to have ridicul'd 
the Scripture. Bur ler us ſuppoſe, contrary 
to Grotius, that the Hebrew Elohin ought to 
be taken in the Vocative Caſe, thus; Thy 
Throne, O God, in for ever and ver: Yet the 
Interpretation of Grotius, and of the Hiſtori- 
an, affords neither an abſurd nor a trifling 
Senſe, The Words in the Pſalms are (b 
confeſſion of the ableſtTrinitarian Interpreters 
ſpoken of Solomon, and are applied or accom- 
modared to Chriſt, by the Apoſtle: ard I 
think tis very good Senſe to ſay, that God 
was the Reſting-place, ' Seat, or Eſtabliſhment, 
both of Chriſt and Sv/omon. But (as I ſaid) 
let us grant, that the Words ſhould be thus 
rendered and interpreted, Thy Throne, O God, 
is for ever and ever: I draw from thence this 
Inference, If Solomon, tho but a Man, is here 
ſtiled God; then Chriſt,who is a greater Man, 
may be called ſo too. Bur when he is here 
called God, it is not meant that he is the Su- 
pream God, unleſs the Supream God can be ſaid 
to be anointed with the Oil of Gladneſs above bis 
Fellows, which is plainly inconſiſtent with the 
Notion of a Supream God. Beſides, he 
who is called God in this place, is ſaidto have 


4 God, by whom be is anointed ; which can by 
no means agree to the Supream God: for he 
can have no God above him, by whom he 
may be exalted, being himſelfthe moſt High, 
The Apoſtle in the following Verſes, cites 
another Paſſage out of Pſal. 102. 25, 26, 27. 
which ( ſays our Author at pag. 201.) 
1s a plain Teſtimony of the Diviniry of our 
Saviour, The Words are theſe, 4 tho 
Lord in the beginning haſt laid the Foundations of 
the Earth; and the Heavens are the works - of thy 
Hands : they ſhall periſh, but thou remaineſt, and 
t all wax old as does a Garment, and as 
a Veſture (halt thou fold them up, and they ſhall 
be changed & but thou art the ſame, and thy Tears 
Jail not, Now, I ſay, that the Creation of the 
World cannot be aſcribed to Chriſt in this 
place. This, I prove, by the Scope of the 
Apoſtle in this whole Chapter, which is not 
to ſhew the Excellence which Chriſt has of 
bimſelf, but that which he obtained by Dona- 
tion, whereby he was made better than An- 
gels, as appears by ver. 4. the Words are 
theſe, Brin MADE ſo much better than Angels, 
as he has by Inberitance obtained (xucAnggrouns 
xw) 4 more excellent Name than they. The 
Greek Word which we tranſlate obtained by 
Inheritance, ſignifies no more than barely ob- 
tained ; the Words by Inheritance are uſeleſs and 
dangerous, and falſe roo, for the Name Chriſt 
has obtained, came to him by free Donation, 
not by Inheritance, And therefore it is thar 
the moſt Famous Criticks render xacAngzy6- 
wn, by obtinuit, ſortitus et, he gained or ob- 
tained, I ſay therefore, the Apoſtle's Scope 
is to ſhow the Excellency that Chriſt obtained, 
not by Nature, or of Himſelf, bur that which 
he had by Donation; and whereby he was 
made by God berter than the Angels. Where- 
upon in this whole Chapter he oppoſes the 
Glory which Chriſt had been indued with, 
: E to 
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becauſe it was neceſſary for explaining the 


to the Glory of Angels; and ſhews that His 
is more excellent and greater than Theirs. 
So that ſuppoſe Ghriſt had indeed created the 
Wofld, yet the Creation cannot be aſcribed 


to him in this Place; for if he had created 


the World,he ſhould have done it by a Power 
proper and eſſential ro himſelf, not by a 
Power received from another. * — 2 * 
deſigns in this Chapter, not to ſpeak of what 
is natural or eſſential to Chriſt, but of what 
he has received from Gd, whereby he was 
made greater and more excellent than An- 


ls. 
F Having thus ſhown, that Chriſt is not ſaid 
here to have created the World, I muſt now 
declare, in what Senſe this Text of the Pſalm 
is applicd to him. The preceding Words, 
ſpoken of Salomon, are accommodated to him, 
ta expreſs the Glory and the Duration of his 
: its Glory, becauſe God has anointed 
bim with the Oil of Gladneſs above his Fellows ; 
its Duration, becauſe bis Throne is for ever and 
ever, By which glorious and laſting Kingdom, 
Chriſt has been made much better than An- 
gels, and obtained a more excellent Name 
than they: which (as I ſaid beſore) is the 
thing, the Apoſtle in this Chapter intended to 
reach us. Now to the ſame purpoſe he ap- 
plies to Chriſt another place, taken out of 
Pſal. x02, and ſeparated from the other only 
by the Word 4nd by this other place (or 
rather, in the Words and Terms of this 
place) he confirms what he ſaid before con- 
cerning the Duration of Chriſt's Kingdom; 
and ſhews that tho all things be ſubject to 
change and alteration, yet Chriſt's Kingdom 
mall be immutable and laſt for ever. They 
the Heavens and the Earth) ſhall periſh, but 
4 remaineſt 3 and they all ſhall wax old as does 


a Garment, and as a Veſture ſhalt thou fold them 


wp, and they ſhall be changed; but thou art the 
ſame, and thy Tears fail not, Theſe Words 
are uſed as a Confirmation of what went be- 
ſore, Thy Thione, O God, is for ever and ever. 
As for ver. 10. Thou Lord in the beginning has 
Laid the Foundation of the Earth, &c. The Apo- 
ſtle does not cite it as ſpoken of Chriſt, or 
with intention to accommodate it to him; but 


ſtament, as to be ignorant, 
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word, They (They ſhall periſh) in the follow- 
ing words, which he had occaſion to uſe for 
expreſſing the Duration of Chriſt's Kingdom, 
And now I appeal to any Reader, whether 
this be an abſurd Senſe? Is not this Explicatt- 
on clear, and agreeable to the Scope of the 
Sacred Writer? But is not the Senſe which 
the Author would put upon this place, both 
abſurd and inconſiſtent ? Can it be ſaid that 
Chriſt is made better than Angels, and obtained 
a greater Name than they, becauſe he creared 
Heaven and Earth; that is, being ſo before by 
Nature, and from all Eternity, he is aſter- 
wards made better, and has a more excellent 
Name than theirs beſtomed on him? g 
The next place he examines, is Pſal.68.18; 
Thou haſt aſcended on bigh, thou baſs led Captivity 
Captive, thou haſt reetived Gifts for Men: Which 
Sr. Paul applies to Chriſt, Whereupon our 
Author ſays, The ſingle ion is, Whe- 
ther Chriſt be that God of whom the Pſal- 
© miſt ſays, that He aſcended on High ? &c. If 
© he be not, St. Paul has abuſed us, for he 
applies that to Chriſt, which was not ſaid 
© of him. Here indeed is a very raſh Con- 
cluſion. Were this true, it would follow, 
that the Sacred Writers of the New Teſta- 
ment have abuſed us, as oſten as they have 
cited any place of the Old Teſtament by way 
of accommodation. Thus St. Paul has again 
abuſed us, when he applies (at Run. 10. 18.) 
to the Apoſtles theſe Words, Their ſound went 
out ixto all th: Earth, and their Words into the 
ends of the World ; which every one knows 
and confeſſes are meant (at Pſal. 19. 4.) of 
the Heavens and other Works of God, which 
(as ir were) preach his Wiſdom and Power 
agd Goodneſs ro all Nations. And thus 
St. Matthew (at Mat. 13, 35.) puts a Trick 
upon us, when he applies to Chriſt the 
Words of Pſal. 78. 2. J will open my Mouth is 
Parables : Which the Pſalmiſt ſpeaks of him- 
ſelf, not of Chriſt. Is our Author ſo little 
acquainted with the Writers of the New Te- 
that they ver 
often cite the Texts of the Old, not as Teſti- 
monies and Proofs of what they ſay, but by 
N 
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way of Allufion and Accommodation? Such 
is the place in queſtion, che Apoſtle thought 
fir ro acco te the words of the Pſalm, 
to the matter he was treating of; which was 
an elegant way of writing, and very much 
practiſed by the Antient Jews, as may be ſeen 
both in the Talmud and Rabbins. Ler us hear 
J. Calvin on this place; * Laſtly, ſays he, 
© we muſt not be too ſcrupulous about the Li- 
© teral Senſe of this Pſalm; ſeeing the Apoſtle 
© only alludes to the Pſalmiſt's words: even as 
© he applies a place of Moſes, to the matter in 
© hand at Rom. 10. 6. 

© God himſelf can be no Type, ſays our 
Author, pag. 203. for the Type is always 
© lefs perfect than the Anti- type; and there- 
© fore whatſoever is ſaid of God, muſt be- 
long to his Perſon, and cannot belong to 
© any other. But what then? We do not 
ſay that God is a Type of any other in this 
Text; nor did the Apoſtle cite the Words 
as ſuch: we only ſay, that what is ſpoken of 
God in the Pſalm, is by the Apoſtle ap- 
plicd to Chriſt by way of Accommodation 
as ſeveral other Paſſages of tile Old Teſta- 
ment are, both im and other ſacred 
Writers; as is canfeſt by all Interpreters. 

The next Place is Heb. 1. 6. When be 
bringeth the Firſt-brgotten into the World, be 
ſays ; and let all the Angels of God worſhip bim: 
Which laſt Words are commonly thought 
to be quoted our of Pſal. 97. 7. To this 
Allegation the Socinian Hiſtorian anſwers ; 
The Apoſtle does not e the Words of 
the Plumiſt, as if 42 ſpoken of 
Chriſt; but only declareth the Decree of 
© God (known to him by the Spirit) for 
ſubjecting the Angels ro Chriſt, in the 
* ſame Words that the Pſalmiſt had uſed on 
another Occaſion, This is a very ſound 
and judicious Anſwer ; yet our Author can- 
nor reſt ſatisfied with it, for he anſwers ; 
© But he proves this Decree of God by no 
© other Revelation, but the Words of the 
* Pſalmiſt, nor pretends any other; and if 
that don't prove it, we have no other. 
Yes, we have; for we know from Chriſt 
himſelf, that all Power is given to bin, both in 


Heaven and Earth, and conſequently that he 
is exalted above all the Orders of Angels: 
this the Scriptures often teach, and it was 
believed by all Chriſtians in the time of the 
Apoſtles. So that when this ſacred Writer 
ſers before the Hebrews the eminent Glory 
of Chriſt; he does ir, only to keep them in 
mind of it, and to perſwade them never to 
depart from the Doctrine of ſo great and 

lorious a Maſter, - As if he ſhould have 

id; © You are not ignorant of the Glory 
* Chriſt now injoys in Haven; how Thrones, 
© Powers, Dominions, c. are ſubjected to 
him: for when God brought his Firſt-born 
© and beloved Son into the Heavenly World, 
© he ſaid concerning him, what had been 
* ſaid upon another Occaſion, Let al the 
© Angels of God worſhip him; let them honour, 
* ſerve, and be ſubject to him. This is the 
true and natural Senſe of this Place; to 
which 1 muſt add, (what has been already 
obſerved by others) that it is probable this 
Place is quoted out of Deut. 32. 43. accor- 
ding to the Lxx ; and not out of Pſal. 95. 
For there we find the very Words cf the 
Apoſtle, x; ae;Txurtox mou aur De 
a&ryaror Sis, And let all the Angels of God 
worſhip him, But in Pſal. 99, we find only, 
Worſhip bim all ye Gods. Tt this be true, as 
J think ir is, our Author's Objection will fall 
of ir ſelf, For thoſe Words in Deut. are not 
ſpoken of God, but of God's People, the 
Ifraelites, And if this can be ſaid of God's 
People; I hope it may be ſaid of Chriſt too, 
without concluding from thence, that he is 
the Supream God. 

The next Place is Iſa. 45. 23. I have 
ſworn by my ſelf ; Unto me every Knee ſhall bow. 
Which Words of God are applied to Chriſt 
at Rom, 14. 10, 11. We ſhall all ſtand before 
the Tudgment Seat of Chriſt ; for it is written, 
Every Knee ſhall bow to me, and tvery Tongue 
ſball confeſs to God, To this the Hiſtorian 
anſwers 3 In bowing and confeſling to 
* Chriſt at che laſt Judgment, we are ſaid 
to bow and confeſs ro God; not becauſe 
* Chriſt js God, bur becauſe Chriſt then and 
there holds the place of God, repreſenc- 

E 2 , th 


© eth him, and aRerh by his Commiſſion. 
© $o Men are ſaid to appear before our So- 
© raign Lord the King, when they appear at 
© the Bar of his Judges ; becauſe the Judges 
© aQ in the King's ficad, and by his Com- 
© miſſion. To this our Author replies; 
But why does he confine this bowing the 
© Knee to the laſt Judgment ? St. Paul, in- 
< deed gives this as one Inſtance, but does 
© not confine it to this; but in the Epiſtle 
© to the Philippians makes it as large, as the 
© Exaltation of our Saviour; Wherefore God 
6. bath bighly exalted him, &c. And one may 
plainly (ce, that the Hiſtorian does not con- 
fine the bowing of the Knee to the laſt Judę- 
ment; He only explains the Words of the 
Apoſtle which relate co it. Eur what then? 
The Apoſtle makes the bowing of the Knee 
as large as Chriſt's Exaltation, Phil. 2. 
What follows from thence? That Chriſt is 
God! By no means. It follows only, that 
we ought to Chriſt an Honour propor- 
tionable to the Dignity beſtowed on him; 
in T word, that every Tongue confeſs that 
he is Lord, to the Glory od, the Father, 
In which Wcrds the Apoſtle plainly reaches 
us, that the Honour we pay to Chriſt, is 
ſubordinate to God, and deſigned to pro- 
mote God's Glory. 

© If then, fays he, we muſt bow to the 
© Perſon of Chriſt, and confeſs him to be 
© the Lord, and this can be an Accompliſh- 
© ment of God's Oath, Unto me every Knee 
6. ball bow, and tutry Tongue ſhall fwear ; then 
*. Chriſt js that God, who in the Prophet 
© Ffaiah ſwore, That every Knee ſhould bow 
© eo. him. This is juſt as if one ſhould 
fay ; If. then the Iriſh muſt bow to the Per- 
fon of the Vice. Roy in Ireland, and confeſs 
him to be the Lord; and this be the Ac- 
compliſhment of the King's Will, Unto me 
all the Fiſh ſhall bow, and fwtar Allegiance ; 
then the Vice-Roy is that King, who will 
have all the Iriſh to ſwear Allegiance to 
him. This is a ridiculous Argument; for 
as the Iriſh may bow to the Perſon of the 
Vice-Roy, and look upon him as 4 Lord eſta- 
bliſhed by the King to govern Ftlad; io 
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this they do in renn 
Will, and to ſhew thereby. that they are hi 
loyal and fairhfal Subje&s : and he who 


ic mould 

it would be non-ſenſe to ſay, the Vice- Ruy is. 
King, becauſe they pay him that Honour 
Let us apply this ro Chriſt ; we muſt bow to 
him, =T confeſs him to be the Lord; and 
by fo doing, God's Oath is accompliſhed, 
Unto me every Knee ſhall bow, &c. Does it fol- 
low from thence, that Chriſt is that God, 
who ſwore in the Prophet Jaiah? Not at ail; 
becauſe when we pay this Honour to Chriſt, 
tt is, to obey God's Commands, and to 
acknowledg his Power and Authority over 
us. He who honours the Ambaſſador, ho- 
nours him that ſent him; he who honours 
Chriſt God's Anointed, honours God ho 
anointed him. In a word, He who bows to 
Chriſt thd a Man, bows to God alſo. 

The next place, is Rom. 9. 33. As it is 
written, Behold I lay in Sion 4 ſtumbling- Stone, 
and Rock of offence 5 and whoſoever believeth on 
him, ſhall not be aſhamed. Part of- theſe 
Words are taken from Ja. 28. 16. and be- 
cauſe they are ſpoken of God in the Pro- 
pher, and applied to Chriſt by St. Paul and 
St. Peter, as ſeveral other Texts of the Old 
Teſtament are : They conclude, Chriſt muſt 
be that God, ſpoken of in the Prophet. Bur 
the Hiſtorian anſwers; that Neither Peter, 
© nor Paul, cite the Words of the Prophet, 
© as ſpoken of Chriſt ; but only as in ſome 
© ſenſe applicable to him, namely, becauſe Chriſt 
© alſo was to many a Stone of ſtumbling, 
To this our Author replies, like a Man ve- 
ry little acquainted with Scripture : that 
This is nothing elſe, but to charge the 
* Apoſtles wich abuſing Scripture ; and pro- 
© ducing Proofs, which are no Proofs, This 
I have anſwered before. Bur he tells us, 
that © Paul alledges this Prophecy to prove, 
that the Infidelity of the Jews, and the 
© Offence they ſhould take at Chriſt, was 
© foretold in Scripture, Here I muſt tell 
him, he is miſtaken, For the Words are. 

ho 


„ 


no ſuch Prophecy ; but are ſpoken of the 
of Sennacherib, who on make 
War -againſt the Inhabitants of Jeruſalem, 
God promiſes to protect and de- 
if they will but keep within the Walls 
of the City, and flick cloſe to his Law. 
The Author adds a conſiderable Reflection; 


© God, deſtroy all che Old Teſtament proofs 
© of the Truth of Chriſtianity; and yer if 
* ſuch Texts as theſe, muſt paſs only for 
© Accommodations and Allufions, I W 
not where they will find any proofs. Alas! 
I perceive the Author would be a very 
unfit Man to convert Jews. When I read 
firſt this Paſſage of his Book; I could nor 
but wonder, how it came from a Chriſtian. 
He knows not where we may find any proofs 
of Chriſtianity, beſides thoſe of the Old 
Teſtamenr. Are then the Miracles of Chriſt, 
and of his Apoſtles, nothing ? Is Chriſt's 
ReſurreRion no Proof, or but a weak one, 
of his being ſent by God, - and the truth 
of his Meſſage ? Muſt we account as nothing, 
the Purity of the Goſpel, and its ſwift 
Propagation thrd the whole World? I al- 
ways thought, with other Chriſtians, that 
theſe were invincible Arguments for the 
Truth of our Religion. So they are in- 
deed, and by them we _ to convince the 
Jews : and then we are able to give them a 
reaſonable Account of all rhe Texts of the 
Na Teſtament, that are quoted in the 
ew, . | 

The firſt place in the New Teſtament, 
quoted by our Author, is Mat. 28. 19. 
Go ye therefore and teach all. Nations; Baptining 
them in the Name of the Father, and of the Son, 
and of the Holy Ghoſt, This the Author of 
rhe Hiſtory explains, after this manner: 
* To be Baptized in the Name of a Perſon 
Tor Perſons, is a Rice by which one delivers 
*. himſelf to the Inſtitution, Inſtruction, and 
Obedience of ſuch Perſon or Perſons. So 
that to be Baprized in the Name of the 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt ; is to pro- 
* 6 to be led and guided by them: or 
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© (as Grotius expreſſes this 
C GS we will admit of no other thing 
Religion, but what pro- 
theſe; that is, Nothing but 
© what is commanded by God, or the Father, 
© and has been delivered by bis Son the Lord. 
* Chriſt, and confirmed 2 by the 
Miracles; and i ly, by the Witneſs 
and Teſtimony) of the Spirit, that is, of 
© the Power nd Inſpiration of God. Now 
all this our Auchor grants; only he ſays, 
that © Baptiſm being. a Religious Rite, it is 
* a Religious Profeſſion of this; a Religious: 
© Devoting our ſelves to them: and there- 
fore we give up our ſelyes to their Inſti- 
© tution and Guidance, not as Creatures, but 
© as to God; who is both the Author and 
Object of our Faith and Worſhip. But 
what is the meaning of all this? We do not 
deny, that Baptiſm is a Religious Rite, and 
a Religious Profeſſion of our Faith: we 
only deny that, becauſe we are Baptized 
in the Name of the Son and Holy Ghoſt, 
as well as in the Name of the Father, that 
therefore the Son and Holy Ghoſt, are Two 
Divine Perſons, and God as well as the Fa- * 
ther, We religiouſly profeſs in Baptiſm, to 
believe no other Doctrine but what is de- 
rived from the Father, taught by his Son, 
and confirmed by the Holy Ghoſt; and 
the being Baptized in the Name of the Son 
and Holy Ghoſt, is ſo far from proving, 
that they are God ; that ſuppoſing they 
are not, yet we muſt of neceſſity be Bap- 
tized in their. Name. When the Apoſtles 
made Proſelytes, had they Baptized them 
only in the Name of the Father ; ſuch a. 
Eaptiſm had been no diſtinction of Chriſti- 
ans from jews; for the Jews believed in 
the true God, as well as the Chriſtians. So 
that ſuppoſing Chriſt and the Holy Ghoſt 
are not God, yet fince the Goſpel was firſt 
preached by the One, and confirmed by the 
Other; it was that he who im- 
braced the Goſpel, ſhould be Baptized in 
the Name of the Son, and of the Holy Ghoſt: 
to profeſs thereby, that he was neither 4 
Jew nor a Pagan, but a Chriſtian; and * 
e. 
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he admitted no other Doctrine, but that 
delivered by the Son, and confirmed by the 
Holy Ghoft. This was ſo effential to the 
Baptiſm of a Chriſtian, that we never read 
in the Ads of the Apoſtles, that Proſelytes 
were baptized in che Name of the Father, 
but only in the Name of the Son: of which we 
can give a reaſonable Account; for all that 
believed ix God, did not believe in Chriſt ; 
bur whoever believed in Chriſt, believed 
in God too. One might believe and truſt 
in God, without being a Chriſtian ; bur 
whoever believed in Chriſt and was Bapri- 
zed in his Name, was both a Worſhipper 
of the true God, and a Chriſtian. He who 
was Baprized in the Name of rhe Son, did 
- Publickly profeſs this Belief, that he was 


ſenc from God, and had his Doctrine from. 


him; and by ſuch an Acknowledgment he 
profeſt at the fame time, that God bare 
teſtimony to this Doctrine by the plentiful 
effuſion of the Holy Ghoſt * So that to be 
=——_ in the Name of the Father, ' Son, 
and Holy Ghoſt; and ro be Baptized only 
in the Name of the Son; are one and the 
ſame thing. I ſhall conclude this, with rhe 
Words of the Learned Mr. Limborck, Theol. 
Chriſt. pag. 645. Dominus Feſus ritui, &c. 
In Engliſh thus; To this Rite before 
* praiſed by John Baptiſt, the Lord Jeſus 
© added another Signification; viz. the Pro- 
© feſfion of his Name, and the Pablick Re- 
© ceprion of the Doctrine he had preached. 
'© Therefore he ordered that Baptiſm ſhould 


be adminiſtred in the Name of the Father, the 


Fon, and the Holy I haſt, Mat. 28. 19. That 


© thoſe who ſhould receive the Rite of Bap - 


tiſm, might thereby give up rhemſelves 
© to the Father, the Son, and the Holy 
* Ghoſt ; and profeſs themſelves Diſciples of 
that Doctrine, which is originally derived 
from ehe Father, revealed and preached 
* by the Son, and confirmed by the Holy 
* Ghoſt, wich divers Miracles, Signs, Pro- 
© digies, and Diſtributions of Gifts. So that 
© the Reception of Baptiſm, was à publick 
Proſeſſion of the Doctrine of Chriſt : There- 
* fore it is, that the Faithful arc {aid every 


© where, to be Baptized in the Name of Chriff; 
that is, roprofeſs by their being Baptized, 
© that they receive bis DoRrite as Divine, 
* and will be called by his Name, as being 
their heavenly Maſter and only Saviour. 
The 3 _ that, "Tis in — 
© not to ſay ridiculouſly pretended; that a 
© Perſon -- thing is God, becauſe we are 
© Baptized anto it, or in the Name of it. For 
then Moſes, and St. John Baptiſt alſo, would 
© be Gods. 1 Cor. 10. 1, 2. Our Fatbers 
6 were all Baptized unto Moſes. Acts 19. 3 
© Unto what then were ye baptized ? And they 
© ſaid, unto 2 Baptiſm ; that is (ſay 
© the Generaliry of Interpreters) auto John, 
© and the Doctrine by him delivered. He 
replies pag. 212. I confeſs he had anſwered 
this Argument; could he have ſhewn us, 
that the Jews were baptized in the Name 
© of God, and in the Name of Moſes, for 
© that had joined Moſes with- God, as our Sa- 
© viour joins: the Son and Holy Ghoſt with 
the Father in the form of Baptiſm. But 
if the Jews were baptized in the Name of 


-Moſts ; who can doubt, that they were 


baptized in the Name of God too; as thoſe 
who are baptized in the Name of Jeſus, 
are thereby baptized alſo in the Name of God, 
as has been before ſhewed? It is plain, the 
Apoſtle compares Mofes with Chriſt ; and 
rells che Corinthians, that, as they were bap- 
tized in the Name of Jeſus the Son and 
Meſſenger of God, ſo the Fathers had been 
baptized in the Name of Moſes the Servant 
of God. Bur we can afford the Author 
ſome places of Scripture, wherein Creatures 
are joined with God. Thus, Exod. 14. 31. it 
is ſaid 3 Ard the Prople frared the Lord, and 
believed the Lord, and bis Servant Moſes. In 
the Hebrew tis, in the Lord and in Moſes 
his Servant. Here Myſes the Man is joined 
with God; and the Jews are ſaid, to believe 
ia him, as they believed in God, So 1 Tin. 
5. 21. I charge thee before God, and the Lord 
Jeſus — 1 and the elect Angels, that tho 
obſerve theſe things, c. Here elect Angels, 
thd Creatures, are ranked with God in ſo 
great and important a Matter, and act of 

Religion, 


_ 


Religion, as an Obtiſtatian. Again, Rev. 1. 4. 
Grace be to you and Peace f um bin, which is, 
and which was, and which is to com-; and from 
the ſeven Spirits which are before bis Throne. 
If Moſes and. Angels may be joined with God, 
in Acts of Faith, of Obteſtation, and of Be- 
nediftion 3 why not the Son and Spirit in 
Baptiſm, «hd neither of them is God himſelf? 
We plainly ſee by St. Pauls Words to the 
Corinthians, that to be baprized in the Name 
of One, does not import that he is God. 
1 Cor. 1. 14, 15+ 1 thank God, fays he, I 
baptized none of you, but Criſpus aud Gaius; 
I any (hould ſay, that I had baptized in my 
own Name. He plainly intimates, that a 
meer Man may baptize in his own Name; 
and if any of the Corinthians had thought ſo 
of the Apoſtle, I hope they would nor have 
concluded from thence, that he was God, or 
made himſelf God. 

He adds; Ir is plain, that to baptize 
© unto Moſes, is a Figurative and Allufive 
© Expreſſion ; and does not and cannot fig- 
* nify, that they were baptized in the Name 
of Moſes 3. becauſe it is not true. Indeed 
the Jews were not baptized as Chriſtians 
are ; but ſtill they were baptized. Let the 
Author call it a Figurative and Myſtical 
Baptiſm, or what elſe he pleaſes 3 it was ſtill 
a Baptiſm, as St. Paul aflures us. And to 
be baptized into Moſes, is the ſame with 
being baptized in the Name of - Moſes 3 as 
in the New Teſtament to be baptized ia- 
to or unto Chriſt, is the ſame with being 
baptized in the Name of Chriſt. This was 
rightly underſtood by Vorſtius, who para- 
phraſes this place thus; Scicis etiam, &c. 
i. e. You know alſo, that they were all 
© baptized in the Doctrine of Moſes, as the 
© Meſſenger of God; as the Cloud, and the 
© Paſſage thrd the Red-Sea were deſigned 
© for a Confirmation of the Miniſtry of 
« Moſes. 

But he denies, that, ro be baptized nts 
Chriſt, and baptized in the Name of Chriſt, 
ſignify che ſame ching. Bur he miſtakes as 
groſly, as he uſes to do; for any one may 
obſerve it, that compares the Texts, where 
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theſe Phraſes are nſed, Thus, Jobs 3. 18 
He that belisveth on bim (in the Greek, 4g 
in, or into, or unto him) is not condemned; but 
be that belitveth not, is condemed already; 
becauſe be bath not belicvtd in the Name of the 
only begotten Son of God. So at Rom. 6. 3. 
and Gal, 5 27, to be baptized into Chriſf) 
and at As 2. 38. and 8. 16. to be bapti- 
zed in the Name of Chriſt, are uſed as e- 
quivalent rerms. Indeed, the plain meaning 
of Rom, 6, 3. is this; Know ye not, that 
* ſo many of us as were baptized in the 
* Name of Chriſt, and profeſt to obey his 
Doctrine, lay — — 
tion of a Spiritual Conformity to his 5 
in dying to Sin, as he is dead; and livi 

© to God, as he is raiſed from the dead 
© and lives with God. So that the firſt 
words, contrary to our Author's Aſſertion, 
relare to the form of adminiſtring Baptiſm 
in the Name of Jeſus; and the latter to 
the eſſect of it. is we may apply to 
Gal. 3. 27. | 

He further denies, That to be baptized 
unto, or into John's Baptiſm, ſignifies to be 
baptized in the Name of Jahn: for (ſays 
he) Jobn did nor baprize in his own Name 3. 
but made Proſelytes to the A Bur I 
hope he will not deny, that to be baprized 
into Chriſt's Baptiſm is all one with being 
baptized in the Name of Chrit, And if this 
be ſo, to be baptized into John's Baptiſm, 
muſt alſo ſignify ro be baprized in the Name 
of. John. Jom indeed made Profelyres to 
the Meſſias; bur he preached the Doctrine 
of Repentance, and he who was baptized. 
by him, was baprized into the Profeſſion 
of the Doctrine taught by him; and there- 
fore, whoever pr in his Baptiſm, to 
follow the Doctrine of John, might be ſaid 
to be baprized to the Doctrine of John, or 
in the Name of John. 

Laſtly, He asks, Whether it be not very 
abſurd, that the Power or "Inſpiration of 
which 1s not a Perſon, ſkould be joined: 
in the ſame Form wich the Father and Son, 
who are Perſons? I anſwer; I ſee no abſur- 
dity, in being baprized into the proſeſſion of: 
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4 Doctrine, which not only comes originally 
from God the Father, and is revealed by 
his Son, but is confirmed by the Power or 
Spirit of God. : 

The next and laſt Place of the New Teſta- 
ment, which our Auther conſiders, is the 
Grſt Chapter of Sc. Johrs Goſpel : Which, 
fays he, pag. 215. gives a glorious Teſtimo- 
ny to the Divinity of Chriſt ; and a plain 
Demonſtration of the incurable Perverſeneſs 
of Hereticks. I will examine this High 
Pretence ; and ſhew theſe three Things. 
1. The Abſurdity of the Author's Explica- 
tion of this Chapter. 2. The Inconſiſtency 
of the Trinitarian Hypothefis with the Con- 
text. 3. The true ſenſe and meaning of 
this ſo much controverted Place. 

1. The Hiſtorian ſaid, that che Trinitarian 
Expoſition of this Chapter is abſurd and con- 
tradictious, and that it is this; In the Be- 
« ginning, i. e. from all Eternity. But, How 
faith the Hiſtorian) can in the Beginning, be 

om all Eternity? From all Eternity is before 
the Beginning, or without Beginning, not in 
the Beginning. To this our Author replies, 
That No Man expounds in the beginning of Eternity. 
But he ſhould not be ſo bold in his Aſſertions; 
for Mr. Calvin expounds it ſo. He adds; 
When St. Jobs tells us, In the Beginning was 
* the Word; we ſay this proves the Eternity 
© of the Word: — = _ was, when 
all chings began which had a beginning, was 
it ſelf b. — the beginning — without 
< beginning. I anſwer, had the Evangeliſt 
deſigned to teach us rhe Eternity of the 
Word; he would undoubredly have done it 
by the ſame Characters, that are uſed in 
Scripture tq expreſs the Eternity of God. 
Now this Expreſſion, is the Beginning, is ſo far 
from denoting Eternity, that it is never ap- 
> to God in that Senſe, We read in 
ipture, That Ir the Beginning God created 
Heaven and Earth, Gen. 1.1. Heb. 1. 10. a 
plain Demonſtration that In the beginning can- 
not be applied to him that is God, but only 
to Creatures; and as plain a Demonſtration 
that God himſelf is from all Eternity; for he 
who created all things, muſt needs be (not 


only before all things, but) from Eternity. 
But we never read God war in the Beginning, 
in all the Deſcriprions which the Scriptures 
afford us of his Eternity: nay, they rather 
declare it or deſcribe ir by,Before the beginning, 
Pſal. 90. 2. Before the Mountains were brought 
forth; even from everlaſting to everlaſting 
thou art God, Here Eternity is deſcribed by 
before the beginning, This is the Scripture- 
Notion of Eternity: therefore if St. Fobn had 
intended to ſhew the Eternity of the Word, 
he ſhould not have ſaid Is the beginning was the 
Word; but as tis ſaid of God, In the beginning 
the Word created the Heaven and the Earth. Nor 
will it avail any thing to ſay; The Word 
was ſo in the beginning; that all things were 
© made by hin; and without him was not any 
© thing made that was made. For as the 
foregoing Words, T1 the beginning was the Word, 
are no true Deſcription of Eternity in Scrip» 
ture; ſo neither are theſe, All things were made 
by lin, & c. the Scripture-Deſcriprion of the 
Creation. There is no mention here made 
either of the Heaven, or the Earth, or the 
Sea, which are never omitted in the Deſcrip- 
tions we have in Scripture of the firſt and true 
Creation, a I ſhewed before; and therefore 
there is no need to inſiſt longer on this Phraſe 
in this place. 

The Hiſtorian goes on. Was the Word, 
© 1. e. was God the Son ? But where in Scrip- 
© ture, ſays he, is the Word called God the 
the Son? Our Author replies: This Word 
indeed is God the Son; but we do not pa- 
© raphraſe it ſo in this place, It the beginning . 


© was God the Son : bur, In the beginning was 


© that Divine Perſon who is called the Word, Bur 
I pray, what is the meaning of this:? For if 
the Word 1s indeed God the Son, one may 
paraphraſe it here, Inthe beginning was God 
che Son; as well as, In the beginning was that 
Divine Perſon called the Word : the one is as 
fir, and as good Senſe as the other. But it 
ſeems, our Author is aſham'd to paraphraſe 
the Word, by God the Son: this is a Mod 

in _ which is but ſeldom found in his 
Boo 


Hiſtor. 


Hiſter. Ihe Word was God, i. e. The 
© Son was with the Father. Aiſw. It ſeems 
then that God in this Clauſe, is the Father. 
© Bur was not the Son alſo with the Holy 
* Ghoſt, and is not he too (according to 
© Trimtarians) God, or a God? If he is, "my 
does St. John only (ay, the Son was wit 
© the Father; and how comes the Father to 
ingroſs here the Title of God, to the ex- 
©. clufion of the Holy Ghoſt ? To avoid the 
ſtrength of this Argument, our Author re- 
plies ; © By God, the Apoſtle here means 
© that Original Mind and Wiſdom, that Su- 
- © pream and Soveraign Being, whom all 
© Men called God, without making a Diſtin- 
* ion of Perſons in the Godhead, But if 
God in this place does not ſignify the Father 
only, but the Three Perſons of the Trinity; 
he ſhould not tell us, that the Apoſtle here 
means that Original Mind and Wiſdom, but 
thoſe Three Minds whom all Men called God; 
for we are taught all over his Book, that 
God is Three infinite Minds; and conſequent- 
ly Three Wiſdoms, for an infinite Mind can- 
not be without Wiſdom ; Neither ſhould he 
ſay, That Sapream and Sovtraign Being, whom 
all Men call God, but thoſe Three Supream 
and Soveraign Beings : for he often tel!s us, 
that God is Three infinite and. ſubſtantial Beings ; 
therefore he is Three Supream and Sove- 
raign Beings, It is a plain Contradiction, 
to ſay in one place, God is Three Minds 
and Three Beings 3 and in another, that he 
is but one Mind and one Being, Further- 
more, when the Evangeliſt ſays, The Word 
was with God, if by God he means not the 
Father only, but the Three Perſons who are 
that God; this will make a very triflin 
ſenſe. For then, the Word was with God, 
muſt ſignify, the ſecond Perſon of the Trini- 
ty was with the Three Perſons of the Trini- 
ty, and conſequently with himſelf ; which 
is not only trifling, but ridiculous. 

The Apoſtle adds; Aud the Word was God. 


Our Author to ſerve his Hypotheſis, puts 
here another or a new ſenſe on the word 
God : for he ſaw it was inconſiſtent with his 
Opinion; that in this Clauſe God ſhould be 
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interpreted, as it was in the —1 In- 
deed it would be ſtrange Non-ſenſe ; for 
then the Word was God ſhould ſignify, the 
ſecond Perſ6n of the Trinity was with che 
Three Perſons of the Trinicy. Therefore 
in his Hypotheſis, the Word was God, ſigni- 
fies, the Word: was a Divine Perſon in the God- 
bead, pag. 216. But this Interpretation is 
no leſs abſurd than the other; for by the 
Word, he underſtands a Divine Perſon who is 
called the Word, and by God too he means 
a Divine Perſon in the Godhead. Therefore 
his Interpretation -of theſe Words, the Word 
was God, amounts only to this, the Divine 
Perſon, who is called the Word, was a Di- 
vine Perſon. | | 
But to give us a right and full under- 
ſtanding of this place, he thought fit to pa- 
raphraſe it thus; Is the Beginning was the 
© Word, and the Word was with God, and the - 
* Word was God; that is, In the Beginning 
© of all Things was the Divine Perſon, whoſe 
Name and Character is the Word ; this 
Word was inſeparably united to that Su- 
pream Being, whom we call God, and was 
* himſelf God, a Divine Perſon ſubſiſting in 
the Unity of the Godhead 3 not a Power 
© and Faculty as Reaſon is in Man, I hope 
the Author will not take it ill, if I para- 
phraſe his Paraphraſe, to make it clearer 
to vulgar Underſtandings. In the Begin- 
© ning of all Things, was the ſecond Divine 
© Perſon of the Triniry, whoſe Name and 
Character is the Word; this ſecond Di- 
vine Perſon of the Trinity was inſeparably 
© united with the Three Perſons of Bo Tri- 
© nity, whom we call God, and conſequent- 
© Iy with himſelf; and this ſecond Perſon 
* was a Divine Perſon, not a Power and 
* Faculty, as Reaſon is in Man. Our Author 
was ſo taken with this ſenſe of the Words of 
St. John, that he could not forbear breaking 
out into theſe Words, Cas any thing be more 
eaſy and obvious, and more agreeable to the Do- 
dtrine of the Trinity ? I conſeſs, tis very a- 
grecable to the Doctrine of the Trinity. 
2. Thd I have ſhown already the incon- 
ſiſtency of the Trinitarian Hy potheſis, with 
F . © the 
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the Firſt” Chapter of Se. Jh Goſpel, by 
confuting the Authors Explication; yet I 
intend to make it appear farther, by theſe 
few Conſiderations: (1.) That to be is the 
Begining, cannot here ſignify, to be from 
all Eternity, has been proved already; be- 
cauſe the Scripture does never deſcribe E- 
ternity by ſuch an Expreſſion, nor does the 
Expreſſion in its own Naturt denote Eterni- 
ty: St. John would not have expreſſed ſo 
great a Myſtery, and ſo neceſſary to be be- 
lieved by All, in improper and unſuitable 
Words. (2.) For the Word to be with 
God, and to be God, can never bear rhe 
ſenſe which rhe Tjinitarians put upon it. 
When Fobn Gays, the Word was with God; 
if by God we muſt underſtand the Three 
Perſons of the Triviry, and by the Word a 
Divine Perſon in that Trinity; this Inter- 
pretation makes, as I have ſhewed, this 
abſurd ſenſe; * The ſecond Divine Perſon 
of the Trinity was with the Three Perſons 
of the Trinity, and conſequently with 
© himſelf. Bur if by God we muſt under- 
ſtand the Father only; why does St. John 
omit the Holy Gheſt, who is God as well as 
the Father, and with whom the Son was 
no leſs than with the Father? In a word (as 
the Hiſtorian ſpeaks) How comes the Father 
to - wy here the Title of God, to the 
excluſion of the Holy Ghoſt ? (3.) The Word 
d God, muſt fignify in this Hypothefis ; 
* That Divine Perſon who is called the 
Word, was a Divine Perſon. (4.) All 
Frinitarians confeſs, that St. * in the Be- 

inning of his Goſpe/, ſpeaks of the New 

cation wrought by the Goſpel, as well 
as. of the Old; and thò they do not agree 
among themſelves about the place, where 
he begins to treat of this New Creation or 
Regeneration; yet they do all grant, that he 
diſcourſes of it before, Ver. 14. Aud the Word 
war. made Fleſh. They all rake thoſe words, 
He came unto bis own, Ver. 11. to be meant 
of Chriſt's conver ſing among Men, and teach- 
ing them the way of Salvation. But if the 
Word was. made Fleſh,” at Ver. 14. fignifies 
Chriſt's Incarnation, as 7rinicarians pretend, 


it is unaccountable that St. ht, writing 
the Hiſtory of Chriſt's Life, firſt tell 
us what Chriſt Incarnate has done, and then 
that He was Incarnate, This is juſt as if one, 
wricing the Life of Alexander, ſhould fay, 
he overcame Di; and then, that he was 


begotten by Philip King of Macedon, Or, 


that Chriſt was tempted of the Devil; and 
then, that he was conceived by the Holy 
Ghoſt. Indeed ir cannot be denied, that 
the Evangeliſts do not very much obſerve the 
order of time, in relating ſeveral Diſcour- 
ſes and Miracles of Chriſt ; bur. this is of 
no great moment, and does not deſtroy the 
proper and eſſential order of Hiſtory, The for- 
mer has been done by the Evangeliſts, as 
well as by other Hiſtorians ; but never the 
latter. They never tell us, that Chriſt 
went about to preach the Goſpel ; and then, 
that he was born: or that, he was raiſed 
from the dead; and then, that he died. 
This would be to invert the true order of 
Hiſtory, and make Non-ſenſe of it : And 
therefore it ſufficiently proves that theſe 
words, The Word was made Fliſb, coming 
after He came unto his own, cannot beyncant 
of Chriſt's Incarnation. Thus Ver. 6, 7. 
John is ſaid to bear witneſs of Chriſt, and 
then that he was Incarnate. The like we 
may obſerve on Ver. 10. He was in the World, 
and the World wa made by bim; if thoſe 
Words, The World was made by him, are to 
be underſtood in a proper ſenſe of Creati- 
on, the A 
the World was made by hin, and then that 
He was in the World, ('$.) This Evangeliſt 
plainly cells us 8 20. Ver. 21.) the 
deſign he aimed at when he wrote his 
Goſpel 3 Theſe Things are written, that ye 
might believe that Jeſus is the Chrift, the Son 
of God ; and that believing, ye might have Life 
thr6 bis Name, It was not therefore to teach 
the Divinity and Conſubſtantiality of Chriſt, . 
as Trinitanans pretend. He wrote, that we 
might be fare that Jefus is the Chriſt, the 
Son of God, nor that he was God. How 
comes he then to forget the moſt eſſential 
Thing, which induced him to write and 2 


ſtle ſhould have ſaid firſt, that 
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"liſh his Goſpel, vir. the aſſerting of Chriſt's 
Divinity ? no, it is plain, he only de- 
ſigned to teach and prove, that Jeſus is 
the Chriſt, che Son of God. And the Son 
of God can no more be God, than a Son 
can be his Father. Thus I think it appears 
clearly, that this Beginning of St. John's 
Goſpel does nor favour the Trinitarian O- 
pinion; but from Ver. 1, to Ver. 13. is 
only an Abridgment of his whole Book. 
Were the Trinitarian Hypotheſis clearly ſer 
down in other places of Scripture, I would 
not wonder to ſee Men lay ſo much ſtreſs 
upon this place: bur ſince the Scriptures 
throughout teach us, that Chriſt was but a 
Man; ir ſtands to reaſon, that we ſhould 


explain one obſcure place by a thouſand - 


that are plain and eaſy, 
3. I come now to aſſign the true Senſe of 
this famous Context. 


verſ. 1, 2. In the beginning was the Word, 
aud the Word was with God, and the Word 
was God : The ſame was in the beginning 
with God. 


PARAPHRASE, 


© When Jeſus, who is called the Word, 
© becauſe he was the Meſſenger and Preacher 
© of God's Will and Word, and (as it were) 
© the Mouth by which God pronounced his 
© Oracles, began to preach't 3 he 
© was intimate tothe moſt ſecret Counſels of God, 
like one who is in the very Boſom of his Fa- 
ther; and he was in the form of God, and 
© like God, by reaſon of the Glory and Ma- 
© jeſty that did ſhine in him. 

1. That che Mas Jeſus may be called the 
Word, or the Word of God, no Body will deny 
who reads Rev.19.13. where Jeſus is thus de- 
ſcribed; He was clothed with a Veſture dipt in 
Blood, and his Name ig called The Word of God. 
He who is here called the Word of God, who 
is clothed with a Veſture dipt in Blood, muſt be 
the Man Jeſus. Our Lord calls himſelf the 
Way, becauſe he teaches us the way to Sal- 
vation; and the Light, in this very Chapter, 


beeauſe he is the bringer of ie: rherefote 
why not alſo the Word of God, becauſe he 
— Revealer, Bringer, and firſt Preacher 
of it? | 

2. Ie appears by the ſecond Verſe, that the 
Evangeliſt did not deſign to make a real Di- 
ſtinction, between to be in the beginning, and 
to be with Cad; for what was diſtinctly ſpoken 
in the firſt Verſe, is put together in the ſe- 
cond, thus, The ſame was in the beginning with 
God. In effect, the meaning of the Apoſtle 
is not, that Chriſt was, when he began to en- 
ter upon his Prophetick Office; this would be 
no great wonder: but that, when he began 
to preach the Doctrine of the Goſpel, he was 
admitted into the moſt intimate nſels of 
God, or made partaker of his moſt ſecret 
Will. This I think to be the reaſon of the 
Repetition contained in the ſecond Verſe  be- 


ſides that we may obſerve, that Repetitions 


are very frequent throughout the whole Go... 
ſpel of Se. J and more uſed in that Book 
than jn any other of the New Teſtament. 
Thus when the ſame Apoſtle ſays, 1 John 1.1. 
That which was from the beginning, which we 
have beard, c. he does not pretend really 
to diſtinguiſh thoſe two things, and to ſay 
that the Goſpel was in the beginning of the 
Goſpel; but that what he had ſeen and heard 
of the Goſpel from the beginning of it, that 
he declared unto Men. 

3. I have proved before, that In the begin- 
ning cannot ſignity the beginning of the 
World: but that i is here uſed for the be- 
ginning of the Goſpel, the place laſt quoted 
(and ſeveral others) do ſufficiently prove. 

4. To be with God, and to be in the Boſom of 
the Father (at ver. 18.) are equivalent Terms. 
If therefore we know the true Senſe of the 
latter Expreſſion, we ſhall have a right under - 
ſtanding of the former. The Words at vtr. 
18. run thus; No Man hath ſen God at any time; 


the only begotten Son, which is in the Boſom of the 


Father, he has declaved bim. Now to ſee God 
in St. John's Stile, is to know the Decrees and 
Will of God concerning the Difpenſation of 
the Goſpel, Thoſe words therefore oughr 
to be thus paraphraſed; No. Man knew ar 

. Fe any 


© any time the Will and Decrees of God, 
concerning the Diſpenſation of the Goſpel : 
© the beloved Son of God, who was admitted 
into his moſt ſecret Counſels, has fully diſ- 
© covered them to us. The Word Only- 
begotten, is put here for Beloved, by way of 
Excellence; and ſo it is uſed very often, 
both in Profane and Sacred Authors. And 
to be ia the Boſom of the Father, is not here an 
Interpretation of Oxly-begotten (that is, Beſt- 
Beloved) but it is brought in as the reaſon 
of the full knowledg that Chriſt had of God's 
Will, and of the diſcovery he made of it. 
Chriſt, ſaith our Evangeliſt here, has fully 
declared the Will and Counſels of God to us. 
How ſo? Becauſe he was intimate and admit- 
ted to the moſt ſecret and hidden Counſels of 
God; which he expreſſes by the Son's being 
in the Boſom of the Father. This is then the 
true Senſe of this Phraſe, The Word was with 
God, viz. God diſcovered co him the whole 
extent of his Will, he kept nothing ſecret 
from him, he filled him up with the Treaſures 
of. Wiſdom and Knowledg. 

g. We may eaſily underſtand the true mean- 
ing of the Word was God, if we compare them 
with Phil. 2. 6. where Chriſt is ſaid to be in the 
form of God, and equal with God, or rather be 
God, as i-z $5 ought to be rendred. Chri 
was in the form of Ged, and like God.; by 
reaſon of the Power and Authority beftowed 
upon him, whereby he wrqught all ſorts of 
Miracles; raiſing the Dead, curing the Lame, 
reſtoring ſight to the Blind, ſtilling the Winds 
and the Sea, c. This we may apply to 
the words of St. Joby. Jeſus was not only 
in the Boſom of God, Partaker of his moſt 
ſecret Counſels; but he was beſides inveſted 
with. fuch Authority and Power, as made 
him like God. So that Chriſt is by St. John 
called God (or rather, 4 God) by reaſon of 
that Power and Authortiy, whereby he be- 
came in fome manner like ur.to the true and 
moſt High God. But this Appellation does no 
more prove him to be the true and moſt High 
Gad, than Solomon, or the Judges, in the 
Lſalus, will be the True God, becauſe this 
Name God is given to them, Fal. 8 a. 6. and 
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not; the Darkneſs comprehended it. not 3 45 


— 


Ver. 3. All things wert made by hin; and- 
without him was not any thing made, that 
was made, | | 


PARAPHRASE, 


All things, neceſſary to the Propagati- 
© on of the Goſpel, . were perſarmtd by him, 
©. the Author and firſt Preacher of it. And 
* without his Direction, there was not any 
thing performed that was performed, That this 
relates not to the Creation of the World, . 
but to the Diſpenſation of che Goſpel, is very 
plain from the following words, In him was 
Liſe, . and the Life. was the Light of Men, &c. 
In theſe words the Evangelift. teaches us, 
how all things were made by Chriſt, becauſe 
in him was the Life and Light of Men; which 
all Men may diſcern, to be ſpoken of the 
Goſpel by him taught; which is the Light 
of Men and their Life, as it leads them to E- 
ternal Life. EE 


Ver. 10, 11. He was in the World, and the 
World was made by him, and the World 
knew him not. He came unto bis own, and 
bis own received him not. 


PARAPHRASE. 


©. He was converfing. among. Men, to teach 
them the way to Salvation; ſome of them 
© were reclaimed by him, but the greater part 
rejected him. He was ſent to his own Bre- 
© thren, but moſt of them would not re- 
* ceive him. It does ſufficiently appear by 
theſe words, and the World knew him not, that 
the Apoſtle ſpeaks only of Men, who onl 
are capable of know ing; not of this viſt, 
ble World: As indeed the 11th Verſe is 
a plain Explication of Verſe 10. St. Jobn 
expreſſes in this Chapter the ſame thing 
ſeveral ways: Fe was in the World ; H: came 
wite his on; The Light (hined in Darkneſs ;, 
theſe are equivalent Expreſſions. So alſo, 
The World knew bim not; His own rectived ia 
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nify one and the Game thing. Thus, the 
World was made by him, is explained at 
Ver. 12. thus, But as many as received him, 
to them gave he Power to become the Sons 


of God ; and by Verſe 4, and 9. So that 
in all this, there was no Intention to ſay- 
that the Old Creation was the work of Je, 
ſus Chriſt. 


CHAP. VIII. 


H S ſecond Charge is, That Socinia- 
niſm makes the Jewiſh Oeconomy 
very unreaſonable and unaccountable, pg. 
231, becauſe if Chriſt were no more than 
meer Man, the Anti- type ſhould fall very 
ſhort of the Types. contained in the Old 
Teſtament, © The Tabernacle.and Temple, 
* fays he, was God's Houſe where he choſe 
© to dwell by the viſible Symbols of his 
©. Preſence 3 and was ſo contrived, as to be 
the Figure both of Heaven and Earth; for 
ſo the Apoſtle to the Hebrews expreſſy tells 
© us, the Holy of Holies was a Figure of 
© Heaven, Bur we muſt all confeſs, 
that this was a. very unaccountable and in- 
- * ſignificant Ceremony, for God, who. fills 
* Heaven and Earth with his Preſence, to 
* dwell in an Houſe made with Hands, .— had 
it not prefigured ſomething more Divine 
* and Myſterious. The Temple then 
* was a Figure, and we muſt inquire, what 
it was the Figure of? Now a Typical Pre- 
© ſence can be a Figure of nothing but a real 
preſence, and God's Perſonal dwelling a- 
* mong Men: for Preſence and Habitation 
can ſignify nothing but Preſence, and a 
* Figure muſt be a Figure of ſome thing 
that is real; and nothing can anſwer to a 
© figurative viſible. Preſence of God, but a 
« perſonal viſible Preſence, He goes on, 
and applies this to Chriſt, who. (at John 
2. 4 calls his Body a Temple; which 
(ſays our Author) was that in Truth and 
Reality, which the Temple was but a Figure 
of, that is, God's Preſence on Earth, which he 
explains of his be ing perſonally united to 
Cariſt's Humane Nature. But if Chriſt 


© be not Incarnate, adds he, if the Divine 
Word be not perſonally urited to the 
Humane Nature; the Body of Chriſt is 
© bur a figurative Temple, as the Temple 
at Feriſalem was: and then one Figure is 
* made à Type of another; which is as 
great an Abſurdity in Types, as a Metaphor 
© of a Metaphor in ſpeech. I do not re- 
member LI ever ſaw ſo much trifling, ſo ſe- 
riouſly urged in a weighty Queſtion : but 
I have undertaken the drudgery of making 
Reflections on it; and therefore will conſider 
what he has offered. 

1. That the Temple was a Figure both of 
Heaven and Earth, I am content to admit; 
the 2 to the Hebrews may be inter- 
preted to that purpoſe, But that it was al- 
ſo a Type of Chriſt's Body, we have no co- 
lour from Scripture to affirm it; and the 
Author has offer'd no other ground for jr, 
bur his own wandring Fancy. 

The Author ro the Hebrews, who inlar- 
ges upon the Temple, does not give the 
leaſt Intimation of this: why then ſhould 
we contrive Types and Figures of our own, 
without any reaſon for it? If this be allowed, 
we may make Types of any thing + and in- 
creaſe Figures to an infinite Number. If the 
Author is in love with cold and groundleſs 
Allegories, every Body is not of his Mind, 
and therefore he ſhould keep them to him- 
ſelf, But why ſhould the Temple be a Fi- 
gure of Chriſt's Body, rather than the Ark? 
God is ſaid, all over the Old Teſtament, to 
dwell between the Cherubims; it was tha 
gs Seat of God, where he gave forth 

Oracles, and made his Glory a 
| TY 
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by affording ſenſible Signs of his Prefence. 
It therefore ſuch Allegorics had any Sighift- 
cation of future Times and Things, it would 
be more probable that the Ark was a Type 
of Chriſt's Body, chan the Temple: the ra- 
ther, becauſe we know already by a Divine 
"Teſtimony, that the Temple was a Figure 
of ſome- thing elſe. But he will ſay, that 
Chriſt calls his Body a Temple. What 
then? ſo St. Paul calls the Corinthians; 
Te art, ſays he, the Temple of God, Was the 
Temple at Zeruſalem a Figure or Type of 
the Bodies of the Corinthians ? Or does our 
Saviour ſay, that he calls his Body a Temple, 
becauſe it was the Anti- type of the Temple 
of the Jews ? 

2. Th6 the Temple were not a Figure of 
Chriſt's Body, yet it would be no unaccoun- 
table and inſignificant Ceremony, for God 
to dwell in an Houſe made with Hands ; 
to appoint this the place of his Worſhip, &. 
which our Author thinks to be inexplicable 
withour admitting his DoRtine of the Trini- 
ty. Who knows not, that the Hatlitis were 
given to Idolatry ; and that the pompous 
way of Worſhip uſed among the neiph- 
bouring Nations, agreed ſo much to their 
Fancies, that it was 1 comply 
with them in this thing, that they might be 
kept ſrom worſhipping other Gods, and the 
current of Idolatry reſttained. Thus 
God in his infinite Wiſdom thought fit to 
ſer up among his People a carnal and ſenſi- 
ble Worſhip; and to appoitit an Houſe 
where he would dwell after a particular 
Manner, and afford viſible Synibols of his 
Preſence. All this he did to accommodate 
himſelf ro the groſs genius of the Jrazlites, 
and to perſivade them to forſake Idols, and 
to acknowledg no other God but himſelf. 
This was the true reaſon of the Temple, of 
God's dwelling there, and the Glory with 
which it was ſomerimes filled : and ro affirm 
that all was done, to prefigure Chriſt's 
Body, is a Fancy which the Author might 
better have kept to himſelf, 

3. But ſuppoſe the Temple was a Type 
of Chriſt's Body; yet there is no need God 


ſhould be incarnate in Chriſt's Body, re 
anſwer that Type. The Scriptures cell us, 
God was with Chriſt, and ins Chriſt z which 
I hope might be done without an Incarna- 
tion or Perfonal Union, as he was in the 
Temple. As God ſpake in the Temple, fo 
he ſpake in and by Chriſt. But beſides all 
this, Chriſt was greater than the Temple ; be- 
cauſe God- was always preſent with him, 
which cannot be ſaid of the Temple, where 
the Signs of God's Preſence were not always 
viſible, God's Dwelling in Chriſt was always 
conſpicuous by the Oracles which he deliver- 
ed, and the Miracles he wrought. ' 

But he objects a place of Scripture. © To 
© this, ſays he, ke. John plainly alludes; 
* The Word was made Fliſb, and dwelt amongſt 
* us, and wi beheld bis Gloy, the Glory as of 
© the only-begotten of the Father, full of Grace 
and Truth, Equtiywrsy oy a y, tabernacled a- 
* mongſt us; fulfilled that Type of God's 
* dwelling in the Tabernacle Temple ac 
* Jeruſalem, by his dwelling Perſonally in 
. — Nature. Wo 

is Argument, or rather Congruity, is 
rounded on two falſe Suppoſitions. The 
rſt is, thar Word was mad Fliſh, is 
meant of Chriſt's Incarnation. The ſecond, 
that in theſe Words, #2nthywor e net y, 
which we render he dwelt amongſt us; 
St. John alludes to God's dwelling in the 
Tabernacle, I begin with the firſt. It can- 
not be denied that %%, may be rendred 
was, as well as was made, Thus it is taken, 
Lukt 1. 5. and 24. 19. and even at Verſe 6. 
of this Chapter. Nor can it he doubted 
that the word Fleſh ſignifies not only Hs- 
mane Nature; but very often Humane Nature 
as ſubject to Infirmitizs and Affliſtions. Now 
is it not more agreeable to Reaſon and 
Scripture, to interpret theſe words thus; 
© And the Word (Jeſus) was a Man like 
© unto us in all things, Sin excepted; having 
the ſame Mortal Nature, being expoſed to 
the ſame Miſeries and Afflictions: than co 
ſay, The Word was Incarnate, which is a Lan- 
guage unknown to Scriprure 3 wherein we 
never find, that God made himfelf m4 
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and altogether 7 to Reaſon? And 
this 1 confirm by Heb. 2. 14. Foraſmuch then 
as the Children are Partakrys 7 Fleſh and Blood ; 
He likewiſe himſelf took part of the ſame, that 
thrs Death he might deſtroy him that had the 
Power of Death, wen the Devil, Here Chriſt 
js faid to be Partaker of Fleſh and Blood, 
as pious Men are; which cannot be meant in 
a ſenſe of Incarnation, for pious Men are not 
ſaid ro be Incarnate: but the one and the o- 
ther are Partakers of Fleſh and Blood, that 
is, of Infirmities and Sufferings. This he 
explains farther at Verſe 17. Wherefore in all 
thirgs it behoved bim to be made like unto his 
Brethren : but his Brethren were not Incarnate. 
But at Ver. 10, and 18. he expreſly expounds 
this of Chriſt's Sufferings ; Ver. 10, It became 
him ſor whom are all things, and by whom art all 
things, to make the Captain of their Salvation, 
through Suffetings. Ver. 18. For in that 

he himſelſhath ſuffered, — he is able to ſaccour them 
that are tempted, Mr. Linborcł ſaw and con- 
feſſed this that I have been ſaying ; his 
Words are theſe, Theol, Chriſt. pag; 226. 
The true ſenſe of this place, is, that the Word 
© -was Fleſh : That is, a true fleſhly Subſtance, 
© (ubje& to all the Infirmities that attend our 
*-Fleſh; that is to ſay, He was Mortal, Vile 
and Contemptible. Which appeared more 
< ef] 
© his Death, which are called at Heb. 5,9. 
Me days of bis Fleſh. WF" 
2. Our Author, charmed with Allegories 
and myſterious __ —— has found 
out, that Sr. John alludes here to God's 
dwelling in the Tabernacle; and this he thinks 
God did, ro make the Anti-type anſwer 
the Type, Chriſt's Body to the Tabernacle 
or Temple. Since he is ſo much in love 
with Allegories, it may be I may do him a 
kindneſs to help him to one, which I have 
ready at hand; it is this: As the Tabernacle 
in the Wilderneſs had no fixed place to ſtand 
in, as the Temple afterwards had, but was 
carried from one place to another; according 
to the ſeveral Incampments of the Ifraelites : 
So Chriſt, ro fulfil that Type, was always 


wandring with. his Diſciples, having nowhere - 


pecially in che days of his Paſſion and of 


© racles, his T 


to lay bis Had, Mat. 9. 20. This Alley 
is as probable, and more natural hen fie 
without ſuppoſing an im le Incarnation, 
I cannor tell, whether Author will like 
it better than his own; I am ſure, I like 
neither of them. No, no, there is no Myſtery 
in the Greek Word: Our Verſion renders it 
well, He dwelt among us: So does Seb. Caſta- 
lia, Et apud nos, Gratiæ Veritatiſq, plenys, ha- 
bitævit; And he full of Grace and Truth dwelt 
among us, And the ſame word 1s thus uſed 
without any Myſtery, Rev. 12. 12. and 13.6. 
where it is applied to the Inhabitants of 
Heaven. By way of concluſion, I will fer 
down the ſenſe of the whole Verſe, which 
is an Abridęment of the Life of Chriſt ; 
* The Word was Flih, a mortal Man, ob- 
* noxious to Suffer ings and Death: here is 
© his Prieſtly Office. He dwelt among 1s u 
© of Grace and Truth; here is his Prophetic 
© Office. We have ſtern bis Glory; here is his 
* Kingly Office. Thus therefore we oughr 
to paraphraſe the whole; * Jeſus Chriſt was 
© a Mortal Man, Partaker of Fleſh and Blood, 
© ſubje& to the ſame Infirmiries that we are 
© in — — unto —— Sin. 
And he dwelt among us, preaching ö 
© py News of — with Sore 
the Doctrine and Truth revealed to him by 
© the Father. Bur chd he were a Mortal 
„Man, a Man of Sufferings and Griefs; yet 
ve have ſeen his Glory, ſhining in his Mi- 
tion, his Reſurrecti - 
© on, his Aſcenſion into Heaven, &c. Such a 
6 — 5 was well becoming the beloved Son 
0 "i 
Having ſpoken of the Temple, he comes 
a Een tells us; The 
true meaning of the Lamb ſlain from the Foun- 
© dation of the World, is not y that he was 
© ſhin in Gods Decree; for what God has de- 
creed to be done, is not therefore ſaid to be 
r — — 
in TI Figures, oun- 
dation of 32 Walt ever ſince the fall of 
* Adam, in thoſe early Sacrifices which were 
© offered after the Fall, which were Typical 
of rhe Sacrifice of Chriſt. Bur, 1. — 
3 2 


— 


has he ſound, that thofe early Sacriſices were 
Typical of the Sacrifice of Chriſt? The Scri 
ture is ſilent about it; and the Apoſtle tor 
Hebrews, who inlarges on the Sacrifices of the 
Moſaical Law, does not ſo much as mention 
thoſe that were offer'd before; which is un- 
accourtable, if they were Figures of the Sa- 
crifice of Chriſt. 2. But he ſays; fle 
© knows no Principle of natural Reaſon, that 
© reaches us to offer the Blood of Beaſts to 
God.; and therefore he muſt think, the 
© Sacrifices of Beaſts to be an Inſtitution. 
Bur ſuppoſe thoſe carly Sacrifices were an 
Inſtitution, does ir follow from thence, that 
they were inſtituted to be Types of the Sacri- 
fice of Chriſt? By no means : God might 
have other Reaſons for ſuch an Appointment. 
Bur ſince the Scriprure does not mention the 
appointing of thoſe Sacrifices 3 we have good 
reaſon to believe, that they were of Humane 
Inſtitution: for had God appointed them, it 
would not (ic ſhould ſeem) have been omit- 
ted in Scripture.  'Tis reaſonable to think, 
that Abel and Cain thought fir to offer Sacrifi- 
ces and Oblations ro God; to ſhew by ſuch 
viſible Marks, the Senſe they had of God's 
Majeſty ; and to expreſs the Reverence they 
ought ro pay to him. 3. To deny, that 
the Lamb was ſlain from the Foundation of 
the World meerly in God's Decree, becauſe 
what God has decreed to be done, is not therefore 
ſaid to be done before it is done, is no very ac- 
curate reaſoning in a Divine; becauſe tis 
contrary to the ſtile of Scripture. Is there 
any thing more uſual with the ſacred Wri- 
ters, eſpecially with the Prophets, than to 
ſpeak of things to come, as if they were 
come to paſs already, by reaſon of their 
certainty and the immutable Decree of God? 
And why then cannot the Lamb be ſaid to be 
ſlain from the beginning of che World, meer- 
ly becauſe God had certainly decreed itſhould 
be ſo? 4. But if he is not ſatisfied with th 
Explieation, here is another ſor him. Ther 


is a Tranſpoſition in the words of this Verſe, 
which alſo may be obſerved in many other 
Texts of Scripture ; ſo that the Verſe may be 
read thus, Whoſe Names are not written from the 


(48) 


Foundation of the World, in the Book of Life, af 
the Lamb ſlain. This reading is confirmed by 
Chap. 19. Ver. 8. Whoſe Names are not written 
in the Book of Life, from the Foundation of the 
World. So the ſenſe of the controverted Text, 
is; The Names of thoſe who worſhip the 
Dragon were never written in the Book of 
© Life of the ſlain Lamb; that is, in the Book 
© of the Martyrs and Confeſlors of Chriſt, who 
© were deſtined to eternal Life from the 
© Foundations of the World. 

Pag. 237. * Hedefires ſome of the lear- 
© ned Reaſoning Socinians, honeſtly to tell 
© him; what account they can give of the 
© Jewiſh Prieſthood and Sacrifices, which is 
© becominz God, Why ſhould God be propi- 
* riated by a Man, ſubje& to the ſame Sins 
* and Infirmities, and very often guilty of 
them, that other Men are? Why innocent 
© Beaſts muſt die, to expiate the Sins of 
Men? The thing he aims at, is to prove 
that the Socinian Doctrine ridicules the Zewiſh 
Oeconomy. Haw fo? The Jews Sacrifices, ſays 
he, were Typical of Chriſt's Sacrifice. We 
grant it; for ſo the Apoſtle to the Hebrews in- 
timates: we ſay only, that this was not the 
chief and primary end for which they were 
inſtituted. But what then? The Death of 
Chriſt was therefore a Sacrifice. $9 ic was. 
Then he was not a Metaphorical Prieſt. No 
more he was. Then he was the Divine Word 
Incarnate, How ſo? This he ſhould prove, 
but he takes it for granted. I want the Au- 
thor's Spectacles, how to draw this Conſe- 
quence, therefore the Socinian Doctrine ridicules 
the Jewiſh Otconomy, from that Argument. 
Now to this Queſtion, concerning the Jewiſh 
Prieſthood and Sacrifices, I anſwer with 
St. Paul, Gal. 3.19. The Law (the Ceremo- 
nial Law, the Law of Sacrifices and other ex- 
rernal Rites) was added becauſe of Tranſereſions : 
i.e, by reaſon of the Idolatry of the Ir aelites, 
which could not be reſtrained but by ſuch a 
Method. Had not the Jews been inclined ſo 
much co Idolatry, by ſeeing the Worſhip of 
their Neighbours round them; God would 
not have put on their Necks this Tote, which 
(as St, Peter ſays) they were not able to bear, 

God 
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God himſelf fays this, Jer. 7. 22. I ſprke not 
unte your Fathers nor commanded them, in the dap 
that I brought them art of the Land of Egypt, 
concerning Burnt-Offerings or Sacrificts : But this 
thing commanded I them, ſaying, Obey my Voaict, 
ard I will bt your God, and ye ſhall be my People. 
Here we may plainly ſec, that God ac firſt re- 
quired norhing from his People, bur ro own 
him, and obey his reaſonable Laws, the Mo- 
ral and Policical Laws he deſi for chem: 
but he was, as it were, conſtrained to inſti- 
tute Sacrifices, and other external and pom- 
pous Rices, by their Idolatrous Inclination. 
I refer our Author, about this matrer, to 
Learned Dr. Spexcer, the beſt Writer on the 
— K — Sec 
primary o s appoint i- 
fices 3 and very well becoming both his Wif- 
dom and Goodneſs. mw 1 — — 
thoſe Sacrifices might o Typi 
Sacrifice of Chriſt; were ſo, ſecondarily. 
God who ro ſtop the 
of Idolatry, did alſo by them pre- 
figure the Sacrifice of Chriſt, But a weer Man, 
ſays he, can be u more tha a Metaphorical and 
Fypical Prieſt and Sacrifice. This, I think, de- 
ſerved robe proved. A Metaphorical or Ty- 
pical Prieſt and Sacrifice are here oppoſed to 
x true Prieſt and Sacrifice; yet he tells us, 
that tho the Prieſts and Sacrifices of the Law 
were Typical, they were trat and proper Prieſts and 
Sacrificts 3 and made 4 true and proper expiation 
for Sin, as ſar as they reached, But if the Prieſts 
of the Law were true and proper Prieſts, and 


the Sacrifices true and proper Sacrifices ; 
much more will che Sacrifice of Chriſt be a 
true and proper Sacrifice, tho he alſo was a 
Man. This Conſequence rhe Aurhor him- 
ſelf has afforded us. Now becauſe the Anti- 
Type, as he ſays, ought to be greater than 
the Type; what remains, is only to inquire, 
Whether Chriſt be a more excellent Prieſt 
and Sacrifice, than the Prieſts aud Sacrifices 
of the Law ? The Prieſts of the Law were 
bur ordinary Men, diſtiaguiſhed from others 
only by che Dignity of their Prieſthood : but 
Chriſt was the Mas, the Son of God, in- 
truſted wich his ſecret Will, indued with an 
immenſe Authority and Power, and made 
(as it were) God wa unſpeakable Gifts of 
God his Father. The Prieſts of the Law were 
called to their Prieft-hood in an ordinary way 
but Chriſt by God's immediate appointment. 
The High-Prieſts of the Law entred only into 
a Tabernacle made wich Hands, and but once 
a Year into the moit Holy Place; bur Chriſt 
into a Tabernacle whoſe Builder and Maker is 
God, and is to continue there for ever. 
Surely therefore, tho he is a Man only, this 
Anti-Type is more excellent than the Types, 
and Chriſt a more excellent High-Prieſt and 
Sacrifice than thoſe of the Law, So that here 
is no ridiculing the Jewiſh Occonomy, by 
the Sucinian 8 but our Author b 
ſuch ungr Charges, and weak Proofs, 
has written a Book very fit to confirm Socini- 
aus in their Opinions, 


CHAP. IX. 


* Third is, Socinianiſi ridi- 
cules che Chriſtian Religion, makes 
it a very mean and contemptible Inſtitu- 
tion. 

He tells us, That The Fundamental My- 
tem of the Chriſtian Religion is the 
* dious Love of God in giving his own 


© his only-beloyed Son, for the Redemption 
© of Mankind. But how comes this Love of 
God to be called a — — It was a 
Myſtery, or Secret, before the Revelation of 
pel; but fince it was revealed, it ceaſes 

to be a or Secret: unleſs a Secret 
diſrovered be a Secret ſtill, 
. G This, 


© only 
© him. Now this is a very 


lieve 


only begotten Son, before he gave him; but he 


differs from Us and from Common Senſe in 
this; that by the Son of God, he means God 
himſelf; by before, he means from all E- 
rernity. This is a very hard Language; for 
who can fancy, that the Sox of God ſhould be 
God bimſelf; and that before, ſhould ſignify 
Eternity? Yer this is the Senſe he puts upon 
it, when he ſays; * If Socinianiſm be true, 
* God did not give any Son he had before; but 
© made an excellent Man, whom he was 
© pleaſed to call his Son. When 
our Saviour ſays, God jo loved the World, that 
We gave bis only begatten Son, c. I deſire our 
Author to tell me, what is meant by the Werd 
God, Whether the whole Triniry, or the Fa- 
ther only ? If the whole Trinity, the Senſe 
will come to this; The Father, the Son, and 
the Holy Ghoſt fo loved the World, that they 
ave their only en Son. Which is 
ſe; for in the Nit nia H the 
Son is not the Son of the Second or Third 
perſons in the Trinity. If by God be meant 
the Father only; How comes the Father to 
ingroſs here the Title of God, to the Exclu- 
ſion of the Son and the Holy Ghoſt ? How is 
he only ſaid, to love the World ; for the Son 
and Holy Ghoſt love it as well as the Father ? 
Thus they are not the Socinians, but the Trini- 
tarians for ridicule the Chriſtian Religion, 
by putting on it an abſurd and unnatural 
Senſe 


But, ſays he, God's Love in giving his 
© ovly-begorten Son for our Redemption, 
* which our Saviour fixes on as the great De- 
© monſtration of God's Love, is not ſo won- 
* derful; it ehis giving his Son ſignifies no 
more, than making a Man on purpoſe to be 


For 
in it ſelf ir is a wonderful Love, that God 
ſhould raiſe up a Saviour, to Apoſtate and 
Rebel Mankind; tho this Saviour was nor 
God himſelf. But why ſhould we call a Chi- 
mera a more wond Love; for the Son of 
God cannot be God himſelf, and therefore 
— could not ſhew his Love by giving ſuch 2 


derful coa Miracle, The ridiculing is only 
on the fide of our Author, not on the Uni. 
tarian; and I am apt to think, that if I were 
not an Dxitarian already, his Book (made up 
— equent Reaſonings, and 
arrogant Definings of what he 

= — wy hey ae: 

In the next ſays he, at pag. 239. 
© the mightily infiſt on the — 
Love of Chriſt in dying for us, and his great 
* Humility in ſubmitting to the condition of 
Human Nature, and ſuffering a ſhameful 
© and accurſed Death, even the Dearh of the 
* Croſs, He cites 2 Cor.:8, 9. and 3. 14; 
and Phil, 2. 5, 6,9, 8. And goes on thus; 
6 ——— a meer Man, ho 
* hi AO —— — 
© gin; who knew nothing of his own coming 
* into the World, or for what end he came; 
* whoſe Undertaking was not his own volun- 
* tary choice, but God's appointment; Where 
51s Love, where is the gun Humi- 
© lity-of this? The meaning of all this is, 
that were not Chriſt the Supream God, 
whatever he has done on our behalf, wonld be 
no great Argument of his Love, or his Hu- 
mility. If Codrus and Drcius de voting them- 
ſelves to Death, for the Good of their reſpe- 
Qtive Countries, haue been accounted by all 
Men, great Lovers of their Countries; Shall 
not Chriſt's dying for the Eternal Salvation 


: 


UN 


lieve, that the Love. of Chriſt-Maz was 
wonderful ? He inſiſts much on 2 Cor. 8. g. 
where our Tranſlation ſays, Chriſt became 
Poor. . But he might know, that the Greek 
e une does not ſignify to become Poor, but 
to be Por; and ſo Caſtalie renders it. So 
the Senſe of that place is this; Tho Chriſt 
© was Rich and Glorious, by reaſon of the 
Authority and Power conferred on him: 
« yer he was willing to lead a poor Life, that 
« by his Poverty (as by one means) we 
© might obtain Eternal Riches and Glory. 

The Hiſtorian explains being in the Form of 
God at Phil. 1. 6. by being made Like to God, 
by a Communicarion to him of Divine and 
Miraculous Power over Diſeaſes, Devils, the 
Grave, the Winds, the Seas, c. To this 
our Author replics ; * This dwindles the Form 
© of God into juſt nothing; for according to 
© them, he had no power to do this, but 
© God did it at his Word, as he did for o- 


work Miracles by an inherent or proper 
Power of his own, ſince he was not God; 
but 10 conclude- that therefore there was no 
form or likeneſs of God at all in him, is a very 


2, 
15 
— 


y - 
This may be explained by a Compariſon. 
It — ſaid, that a Vice-Roy is like 8 
King; but this does not ſignify, that he is the 
np or is equal to the King; but on- 
ly, that by reaſon of the Power and Authority 
on him, he is in a manner like the 
r 
of his own, yet he may be truly ſaid to at 
like a King, To conclude from hence, that 
this dwi the likeneſs of the vice - Roy 
with the King, into juſt nothing, would be 
meer I inence: for then a Porter would 
be as like a King as the Vice-Roy himſelf ; 
which no Man in his Senſes will affirm. When 
therefore Chriſt,by the Power beſtowed upon 
him, caſt out Devils, cured all ſorts of Diſea- 
ſes, raiſed the Dead, commanded the Winds 
and the Seas; He was indeed in the likeneſs 
of God, and ir was a great Humility in him, 
that he was ſo far from making an 
of his Glory and Greatneſs, that he became 
like a Servant, humbled himſelf, and under- 
went all ſorts of Sufferings, even the Death of 
the Croſs. "ER; 
But, ſays the Author, pag. 24 1. How did 
© he take this Form upon him, which ſigni- 
© fies his own free and voluntary Choice 
© when he did not take it, but was made 
* ſo! What? when the Apoſtle ſays, that 
Chriſt took upon him the Form of 4 Servant ; 
muſt we ſay, that he did not? Is it not a 
plain Contradiction to the Apoſtle ? He adds; 
And what Humiliry was this, for a meer 
* Man to be a Miniſter and Servant of God ; 
* and ſogreata Miniſter as to be in the Form 
of God, that is (as he ſays) to be glorious 
* for Miracles, and admired as the great 
Power of God: eſpecially, when he was 
© to be exalred unto- Heaven for it, and ad- 
* vanced above all Principaliries and Powers ? 
* This is ſuch Humility, as would have been 
© Pride and Ambition in the moſt glorious An- 
gel. Shall we nor call Humility what St. 
Paal calls ſo? gs . 
2 


not be acconneed Humility, bur 


3 maft 
be , the more thar he 


than ever any Man had, it follows, that h 
Humility was the moſt ſtupendious and unpa- 
rullefd chat ever wzs. But according to our 
Aurhor's way of reaſoning, there is no ſuch 
thing as Chriſtian Humiliry. For every 
Chriſtan who hambles himfelf, endeavours 
thereby to fir himſelf for the Ringdom of 
Heaven : but all our beſt Actions are nor wor- 
thy to be compared with that Glory which ſhall 
be reveated in us; and therefore will our Au- 
thor ſay, Humiliry is but a Chimera, becauſe 
he who is ſaid to humble himſelf, expects to 
pet by the means an Exernal Glory. Indeed 

the moſt hittter Suffermgs of Chriſt, are 
not to be accounted Humility, becauſe rhey 
were to be rewarded with a more excellent 
Glory: I cannot ſee, how any Chriſtians 
may be ſaid to be humble; for they expect 
a glorious and tranſcendent Reward. 

Pag. 242. * After Chriſt was come into 
* the World, there was no place (ſaith our 
Author) for his Choice and Elechon; he 
© ould nor ſhew eicher his Love or his Hu- 
© miliry, in chooſing Poverty or Death: 
© and therefore if it was matter of his free 
Choice, and a Demonſtration of his great 
* Humility and Love, as the Apoftle ſays it 
* was 3 he muſt and did chooſe it before he 
* came = che World. Bur all this - con- 
trary to the of the Apoſtte, wherein 
he (peaks —— what Chriſt las done ſince 
he came into the World, and does not fo 
much as mention what he had done before, 
Which has forced ſeveral Trinicarian Inter- 
prerers to acknowledp, that this Text does 
"wot relate ro the Incarnation. I deſire our 
Author to tell me the meanivp of theſe words, 


ftith Religion, 1 3 but i 
of Chriſt is fo .ws. 2 
ip of Chriſt, he mean only the 


rural and Moſaical Religion condemn the Mbr- 
ſhip of any Create; therefore Chrift's Hu- 
mane Nature being a Creature, ought not to 
be Of the Worſkip paid to 
Chrift, I have ſaid enough a 5; Yor ies 
cauſe our Author gives occaſion for it, by re- 
peating his Charge of Idolatry, I will confider 
what he has offered, in its proper place. On- 
ly here I ſhall mind him; that the Compilers 
of the Apoſtles Creed have made no mention 
- che Worſhip of Chriſt, but only of Faith in 
im. 
At pag. 245. He goes on to prove, that the 


Chriſtian Reli- 
gion 3 © Becauſe it does net aſcribe to Chriſt 
fach Knowledgss is r-to-the Supream 


© God, His firft „is Fehn 2. 25. He knew 
what w in Man, To which the Hiſtorian 
had before anſwered thus; The Knowlcdg 
+ which the Load Chriſt had, or now in his 
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a Knowledg is not from Revelation? [ 
hope ir may be ſaid of a Man inlighened by 
Revelation, that he knows, ac well as of 
other? And yet thd ſuch a Man be inſpir 
he has an inherent Perſonal Knowledg ; for 
bis own Mind knows iawardly what he did not 
know before, But due, fays our Author, 
be bimfeifknew ; which according to the Pro- 
priety of Words, ſignifies an inherent Per- 
fonal Knowledg in oppoſtion to Revelation, No 
ſurely. For then the Prophet Eliſba was God, 
for he knew what the King of Syria ſpake in 
his Eed-chamber, 2 Kings 6. 12. For 4v7vs, 
be himſelf knew what the King of Sia ſpake : 
yer this was certainly by Revelation. If our 
Author ſhould reply, that it is well known 

Eliſba was but a Prophet, and could 

ow no fuch rhing 
velation. I anſwer, It is ikewife well known, 


bur by Inſpiration or Re- 


anſwer this 

ed to clade it. 

on, becauſe he is God, how is it ſaid to be gi- 
ven to him, — — 
who is true God? He recurd it, fays our Au- 
thor, to ſhrew unto bis Servants. But of whom 
can the true God receive, either Knowledg, 
or Authority to ſe ir? But here are 
two arguments againſt our Author's Doctrine: 
1. That God gave to Chriſt a Revelation. 
But he that is God can need no Revelation; 
beeauſe himſelf knoweth all things. 2. That 
He is appointed to ſhew this Revelation to o- 
thers. Which no more can agree to one 
who is God, than Revelation does, 

He concludes z that He defires a Media- 
tor, who knows more, and ina more per- 
© fe&t manner, But I think, *risfir we ſhould 
be contemed with ſuch a Mediator, as God 
was pleaſed to give us. 

Iv. His laſt Charge is; that © Socinianiſm 
* juſtifies, ar leaſt excuſes, both Pagan and 
* Poptth ſdolatries; at leaſt as it is taughe 
* by thoſe Men, who allow of the Worſhip 
* of Chriſt; which it is certain roo, whe 
* Chriſtian Religion reaches, 2M 
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In anſwer hereto ; 1 will, 1. Shew in 
what conſiſts the Worſhip or Honour due to 
Chriſt. 3 1 — with 
the Worſhip which Pagans exhibited to their 
faiſe Gods, and Papiſts to their Saints. 

1. I obſerye that in the Unitarian Hypo- 
theſis, the Worſhip or Honour due to Chriſt, 
is not a ſupream Worſhip ; ſuch as we ought 
to pay to God.. Chriſt being a Creature, can 
never be worſhipped' as God is. Th6 he be 
never ſo great and glorious, a ſupream Wor- 
ſhip is proper only to Almighty God, and can 
never be beſtowed on any Creature. 2. As 
it cannot be denied, that there are divers 
Orders of Creatures ; ſo the Honour paid to 
them, ought to be proportionable to their 
Greatneſs and Dignity. Thus, in a Kingdom 
thoſe, who by reaſon of their Dignity, are a- 
bove the common ſort of Men, deſerve a 
greater ReſpeR and Honour than others; and 
the King, who is above them all, has an Ho- 
nour paid to him which is incommunicable to 
the reſt of his Subjects. By the ſame reaſon 
Angels, who are more excellent chan Men, 
are worthy of greater Honour. But Chriſt, 
who has been exalted above both Men and 
Angels, ſince he is King of Kings and Lord 
of Lords, hath a proper Worſhip due to 
him, which can never be given either to Angels 
or Men. He is God's Beloved Son by way of 
Excellence, all Power is given to him in Hea- 
ven and Earth, he is at the Right-hand of 
God, having all chings put under his Feet ; 
he deſerves therefore an Honour,” ſo much 
greater than theirs, as he is greater. Phil. 
2. 9, 10, 11. God alſo bath bighly exalted him, 
and given him 4 Name about every Name ; that at 
the Name of Jeſus every Kuee ſhould bow, of things 
in Heaven, and things in Earth, and. things under 
the Earth ; and that every Ti 


The Apoſtle does not ſay r every Knee 
ought to bow a e of Jeſus, becauſe 
he 15 the Supream God has 
exalted him above ls ; becauſe 


ry Name, the moſt eminent and glorious Dig- 
wry that ever was. This is the true ground 


of the Honour which is due to Chriſt. This 
St. Fal reaches; and this the Unicarians 
profeſs to believe, and perform. 3. When 
we worſhip Chriſt, it is to the Glory of God the 
Father, as the Apoſtle ſpeaks. The Honour 
we pay to Chriſt, is terminated in God: we 
worſhip him as God's Ambaſſador and Image, 
As he who believes in him, believes in God 
alſo 3 fo he who honours him, honours God 


alſo.  * 
2. Let us compare the Worſhip of Chriſt 
the Reader will remember, we mean nor 


thereby a . Worſhip) with the Wor- 
© 


ſhip of Falſe Gods among Pagans, and of 
Saints among Papiſts. Paas were guilty of 
Idolatry ; bt Firſt they had no Divine 


Command for ſuch Worſhip: but even our 
Author confeſſes, there is ſuch a Command 
for the Worſhip of Chriſt. To worſhip 
Creatures without the Warrant of God, is 


Uſurpacion on, and —_— of God, 
Secondly, They worſhipped and ſerved Crea- 
tures more than the Creator, as St. Paul ſays. 
They ſer up an infinice number of Gods, w 
had beerſmeer Men; and aſcribed to them 
ſuch Power as did not to them, and 
_——— as was infinitely above them. 
They Sacrifices to them, conſecrated 
Temples to their Honour, prope to them; 
in a word, they paid to them Worſhip, 
as was terminated in them, and ſo made True 
Gods of Men, But it is not ſo with the 
Worſhip of Chriſt, We aſcribe to him no 
other Power, but what we. know from rhe 
Scriptures God has beſtowed on him; and no 
other Honour but what is proportionable to 
that Power, to the Dignity of his Perſon, 
and what God himſelf commands us to pay 
him. This may be applied to the Papiſts. 
Ler them ſhow us any Text of Scripture, 
which obliges us to worſhip St. Peter, St. Paul, 
St. Francis, Were they content to keep 
within the bounds of Reſpect and Honour, 
due to glorified Saints, they ſhould be guilry 
of no Fault. But to pray to them, as many 
do, as Mediators of Interceſſion axd 
Aerit, to dedicate Churches to them, to 
kneel down before their Images and to their 
3 


In 
and (Apocryphal) 1 any 


then? 
God's 
Gods 


and Rebellion. I con- 
clude therefore, that the Unitarians by the 


Worſhi ro Chriſt, cannot be ſaid 
to 25 — Pagans or Papifts, Which 
if it had not been an invidious Charge, is 


That, is Obedience to God's Will; the Other, 
deteſtable 


and that we may, it ſeems, 


350 


ſo apparently y Falſe; that it would not have 
deſeryed any notice. 


att heve earn part of the 
Doctor's Book,” which I undertook to anſwer. 
It may be, the Hiſtorian himſe}f might, up- 
on fome Texts, and to ſome of our Author's 
ObjeRions, have cither explained or defend- 
ed himſelf, otherways than is here done: 
y ſee; unleſs 
Dr. Sberlock thinks fit to own, that be deſires it 
not. In the mean time, it may be the Hiſtorian 
is ſatisſied; that in theſe Papers, I have done 
wrong neither to him, nor to the Inviolable 
Truth of God. God be pleaſed to Inſpire 
Chriſtians, with the Spirit that leads into all 
Truth; and with that Infallible Note of true 
Diſciples, to love one another, John 13. 35. 

Now to him that is of Power, to eſtabliſh us ac- 
cording to bis Goſpel, and the preaching of Jeſus 
Chriſt; to God only wiſt, be Glory through Jeſus 
Obniſt for ever. Amen. 
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